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-~

This is a very short summary of a very long report about.an evaluation for ,
N ! ‘ . A W’%’;\ -
three kinds of prosocial children's programming. Obviously there are a lot of

)

"details missing here, but not the basic facts. From reading this summary one -

can learn the essentials about what NBC programming was evaluated, who parti-.

‘
\

cipated in the evaluation how the research was done, and what information was
obtained. If anyone is then curious_about details, they can be foun® in perti-

nent parts of the complete technical report:

Prosocial Programming Evaluated

-
-
2

The. prosocial programming evaluated was all meant to be very appealing to
N *+

children, ghiie at the same time teaching or reinforcing socially approved

information, values, and behavior or encouraging active participation in word
" ) ; - ] ’ )
games, crafts, music, and the like. The three types of programming were quite

-

different from each other, as one can tell from these descriptions:

.
2

v
. N

Drawing Power is a half-hour series broadcast Saturday
mornings at 11:30., Each episode contains 5-6 animated segments °*
to teach or remind children about such things as nutrition,
occupations, "books to read, good personal habits, consideration
of others, and pet care. Live actors introduce and comment on

each animated segment, as well as joke amqng themselves.,
”

‘vt

The Play Alongs are 30-120 second drop-ins added throughout
the Flintstones Comedy Show which is broadcast Saturday mornings
from 8:00-9:30. They are animated and mostly use characters from

’ .
@ >
.”

7
4

- Q
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' the Flintstones cartoons. They are designed to engage children
T either during or after viewing in activities such as drawing,
! dancing, guessing riddles or scrambled'faces, finding short ’ .
) words in longer ones, exercising, and the like. ’
, The How to Watch TV drop-ins are 30 second segments
' inserted in Drawing Power and at other times in the Saturday
; morning schedule, They usually feature live actors., They
are designéed to teach children about aspects of television
, production and use such as special effects, program financing,

- ‘scheduling time for viewing and homework, and the like. ‘ )

r

£

Participants in the Research "

-
w

Participants lived in the greater Los Angéles area. They were contacted N

mostly through schools and afterschool care progfaﬁs. Nintty-four children .
. o ' R \
participated in the Drawing Power, research; 86 pairs of children and older

L B N : ,
family members p%Fﬁicipated in the Play Afbngs research; and both groups of

~
o

. children, but .especially those in the Drawing Power research, provided information )
. - -

about How to Watch TV.‘ There were about equal numbers of boys and girls aged
» - » !

. 3-12 years in both the\Drawing Power. and Play Alongs groups. Both were mixed

witherespect to ethnic and social class background, Most older family members

-

participating in the Play Alongs-'research were mothers}% some were fathers, and

. a few were brothers and sisters. All parents gave informed consent for their

children and family to participate. Small monetary gifts were given to the
& - . / .

r »
afterschool programs in which the Drawing Power research was done and to the
families who participated in the Play Alongs research.
- ° . ° ) . ‘ ’ * bl
> Research Procedures . : . T .
o The'}esezﬁch procégpres were designed to give the best information possible
. with limited time and resources, AlL{éhildrenihad several experiences viewing
7 .e‘:; ~ . . -
Y . Drawing Power, the Play Alongs, and/or How_té Wépgh TV before they were tested
. ‘ .
o / - k4 .
- / 1 / - ? 4
Q . ] :L 6 -'~.-
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-~ o Two,days gfter viewing it,

Also, '

about'them, so _that the programming would be quite familiar to them.

children viewed the programming and were tested in fairly natural situationms,

their afterschool care centers or homes, so that their reactions would be as

v

ndrmal as ncssible. Several different measurement techniques wére used

(including observatlons of children's behavior while watching the Flindqtcnes

- Comed>{Show, child questionnaires abﬁht all three types of programming; observer
. a t

-

questionnaire about the Play Alopgs, and child interviews,K about Drawing Power

and How to Watch TV), so that information which might not show up with one

~

technique would show up with another. Also, information was obtained from

each child individually, so that none would be influenced by what another said

or did. 'Finally, different children were teésted at different times so that

the final results combine information about four different Drawing Power
a0 » .

episodes, six sets of Play Alongs,'and four How to Watch TV drop-ins. This

N - i :
means the conclusions are relevant to_ each t&pe of‘prograpming in general

rather than to onl} one or two examples of it. ) -

’ " Conclusions about Drawing Power ’

Children felt it was possible to Yearn things from Drawing Power.

o 88% said it was easy to understand its ideas w &

o 617% said they learned at least one new idea from it, but they
did not believe most of its ideas were new to them\\\/;/ '

.
.

Children learned or were reminded about socially valued ideas in Drawing Power

*

o They correctly: recognized 847 of the ideas asked about as
coming from it X

72 of 74 children could describe

) thifigs they repembered from the programs

o Children tested right after viewing recalled about two main
deas and on# description of characters, actions or settings - "
while *those tested two days after viewing ‘remembered one . H

main idea and about‘three descriptions

¥
~
an

I -

-




‘Children agreed with or intended to put into practice ideas presented in
Drawing Power
L4
‘"o They accepted 66f of the ideas asked about -
\ - o About 80% of those interviewed accepted\the ideas they °
remembered '
‘ . ”
Children liked Drawing Power, but not.a lot .~

' o. They gave it an average score of liking it a little but
- not a lot
o + About 70% chose to watch it over another prosocial program
o Skightly less than 50% chose to watch it over other NBC
% ’ Saturday morning cartoons '
Children did not have many clear ideas about how to improve Drawing Power
o They did not think it had tod many short segments when .
they were directly asked about- this, but several lines of .
evidence suggest they prefer programs with longer segments
which, tell a story '
o .They did not think it tried too hard to teach them things
-, or preached at them too much N
o Several ‘suggested it should be more humorous

<, Some types of Drawing Power segments were more sucgessful than others

o Superperson University was the most successful in terms ' : .
! of children liking it very much, remembering it, and '
intending to do the things it suggestked
. . o Professor Rutabaga and Wacky World were.the least '

successful -

Overall Drawing ower seemed most appealing to and ‘to have the greatest impact
on children at .the younger end 'of the 6-11 age range. . 4

. “

. Conclusions about the Play Alongs

The Play.Alongs encouraged children's participation in activities either during

- . or after viewing ) ‘ o

o 80% participated in the actyvities of one or more Play

. Alongs while they were being broadcast - - >
%I!E%_ o 79% reported getting ideas for things to do after viewing -7
from one or more Play Alongs . .
o Each type of Play Alongs had a much smaller. percentage of =.. -
- ’ - children- participating or getting ideas for future .activities
A ' ! . than.the 79-80% for all Play Alongs combined :
- - —— N 1 . Y '
- . 4
i '\ ' /
Q | Bt .
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The Play Alongs did not cause children to stop watching the Flintstones Comedy v
Show, but they were not as attractive to children as the cartoons
o Children were about as likely to stop watching television o e
when the Play Alongs were on as when the Flintstones
cartoons were on, and much less likely than when
commercials, public service announcements, and other
drop-ins were on
o . The Play Alongs were less likely ‘than the Flintstones
cartbons to draw inattentive children: back to watching

a

.
SR
_»]

: television and much more likely to do so than the . E
commercials, public service announcements, and other '
) ’ drop-ins

) o Children eedd they liked the Play Alongs somewhat less than
the Flintstones cartoons and much more tfan the commercials
3
+ .

Children and observers had a few ideas about how to improve t

% . .
. o All the Play Alongs, except the scrambled faces, were Ypore ’
, likely to seem too fast than too slow, but more than half .
. the observers and children felt all the Play Alongs jus
about the right speed . >
o , About half the children and observers felt the materials
were not readily available for participating in the d
drawing and how to make something Play Alongs ; .
) . o About half the observers felt Play Along ‘ideas should be
. - presented-more slowly and repeated more often. :
.0 65% of observers felt the Play Alongs should be longer .
Some types of Play Alonés were morevsthessful than others T o
o The scrambled faces, scrambled words, and silly symphony -
; Play Alongs were most successful in terms of children :
liking them very much, watching them attentively, partici- . .
pating in their activities while they were broadcast, ‘and ‘ )
- getting ideas for other things to do .
o The riddles Play Alon§ was the least successful - . ‘ .
- . R - ) D
‘ There was no indication that the importanf findings of, Ehds evaluation were ' 7 -
.determined by the fact that information was only obtainéd from parents who were
willing td participate in the study and children who had watched the Flintstones .
Comedy Show a few times in the past.
Conclus'xs abodt .the How to Watch TV Drop-Ins .y ’
‘Children_remembered.and learqed from the How to Watch TV brop-ins s
[ 2 ' ¢ - ¥
’ o ~Of all children who saw How t Watch TV drop-ins with ¥ -
Drawing Power, about 80% said they remembered them and
627% of these children then cdorrectly described something
about them . =\
14 —




)
(which had no How to Watch TV drop-ins in it), 65% said, -
they remembered seeing tkem at some other time and
30% of the children then correctly described something
' - *  about them - ~
Vo 0 61% of children who saw a How to Watch TV drop-in‘with ‘
Drawing Power could correctly select its main idea from
three possibilities Lo L
\ . . . i
Children éélt How to Watch TV was useful and applied to all programming
0 81% judged the information to be worth&hiie for themselves
and other children .
+0  14% recognized the information applied to all television
programming not just Saturday morning - '
\ Some How to Watch TV drop-ins were more successful than others
- & *
. < e Y
- o Animals Don't’ Die was most successful in terms of
” children understanding. and remembering it
X o It's Good to Have Different People on TV and Why Ads
: are on TV‘were the least successful
. ) Y
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. ' I. ‘INTRODUCTION

N - . .~

o
"During the 1980—81 season NBC included a variety of types,of prosocial

lprogramming in its Saturday morning schedule, A half-hour, magazine style
series, Drawing Power,‘was developed. Short, freestanding drop-ins like Ask
NBC News,'How to'Watch TV, and Time Out were produced. Play Alongs, short

[ 4 [ ‘. s a -~
s + ’

inserts using Flintstones characters and broadcast during The Flintstones

-

[}

> ’ : ¢
Comedy Show w@Te developed to encourage viewer participation. NBQ commissioned. ,

the research reported“hef’*h’tofevaluadﬁ the appxﬂl and impact of _some of this
~—p
¥

programming and fo. obtain additional ideas abput prqsocial programming for next

. season. Drawing Power, How to ‘Watch TV, and the Play Alongs werge chosen by

NBC as the focus of the evaluation. S

Like" the other two networks, NBG devotes only a small proportion of Saturday

morning broadcast time to programming which is manifestly prosocial (Children' s
»N

Television Task Force, 1980),, There are.a‘variety of reasons.;dﬁﬁghis. Yoremost
is the bélief that the appeal of prosocial programming is less-thak that of

"plain old entertainment." In general, ratings support this belief. When

. -9 Y
programming is designed primarily to inform,'educate, or persuade it is likely

3

to attract fewer viewers. The reasons for this are lar%ely unknown* Many argue

. a

it is simply because people do not want anything othei than entertainment grom%

- -
’

their viewing experiences. 0thers counter that "prosocia1 programming" is

AR

produced with ‘smaller budgets, is broadcast in tbme slots that militate against

[y

obtaihing a large audience, .reeeives less publicity, is produced by less skilled

“*-—-«v meonn st sntetbtsatses 4 an
7

. Ie \

<~ ~and expetrienced companies, and isanaféowly conceived.within an overly didactic,

\ ! . - -, &
"hit 'em ower the head with the prosocial-nessV" approach. With so many éi% #

strikes against it, the argument goes, how can prosocial programming6buccé§d7




tEver the reasons for it, the fact that the ratings for prosocial
. ‘e A TS )

programming are usually lower tha% th se for standard entertainment programming

t

» presents problems for thgse wﬁb choose\ to broadcast prosocial programming.

* How can_it be done without losihg the a ience, never mind attpécting a larger

-

audience than the non-prosocial competition9 will short segments interSpersed

-
[N

among‘Fegular entertainment fare work? \Will prosocial programming be better if

o

it uses well~established characters’ .Can a half-hour series wprk? Is prosocial

Y

. o .
programming better as one complete dramatic SQQ§y'or as several shorter stories

~

and’ more obviohsly didactiq inserts’ Does the use of animation help’ Does

2 ¢ .

hupor increase appeal? Ihese issues .are faced by all thése whb wish to
¢

‘e
produce programming which is bobh prosocial and attractive - ?e they the
g -
commercial networks, xhe public broadcasting service, or those who produce

——~—lnstructional programming (Lesser, 1974; Palmer & Dorr, 1980)., NBC faced

them in devising its prosocial pgramming. In this evaluation NBC sought to

- -

ial

¢ ! Presenting attractive programming and,avoidingmoffensive or harmful

obtain some feedbach on the effects of\the choices it made.{

- - - . -

material must be major‘goals of a commercial network like NBC. Yet some of its

~

programming admits to additional goals' to inform, to provoke thought, to

encourage appropriate attitudeq or behaviors, to provide aesthetic experiences,
to permit religious expresslon. When these goals are ad0pted for primetime,

Saturday morning, weekday, early morﬁing, or late night time periods, programmfrs

v

-4

[~
often want to know how well they have been achieved. Is the content understood?

’
.

Do viewers remember it? Does-it prbvoke thought, change attitudes or behaviors,

or evoke aesthétic or rel&gious feelings’ Does it reinforce socially-valued

-

knowledge, attitudes, or behaviors’ NBC looked to this evaluation for answers

to some of these questions about Drawing Power, the Play Alongs, and How to




L=

1 - .3

-~

<

The character of the research repor&ed here was jointly determined. NBC i

‘ P ‘//;. " . :.a. | . -

decided itr wanted Drawing Power, How to Watch TV, and the Play Alongs'éialuated.
¥ . i

N »

I{ outlined},thevma'p b

a éﬂbf each type of programming .and the major questions
Xt had abput’théii appeal and impact. We made suggestions about specific issues

Ny

to examine and haw .to study them. A few conversatioms between ué‘and NBC staff

: A 5 L S
took»placet Qut Qf this process came the research plan. Some small changes

- -

were made in it while the_ work was Being done, as we encopntefed possibilities
X\ ' &

and problems and as NBC thought of new concerns. The.primary goals of the

’ AN

<

. ~ )
research wer always to evaluate the appeal and im
: : A0 2

the Play Alongs and the impact of Howzto Watch TV. It was assgmed‘\éat an,
' &

pact of Drawing Power and,

evaluétibn of the past season's programming'woulq also 'provifle useful planniﬁg

Y
-
-
)

.. information for next season.
N ¢

aim for as much ~

It was agreed from th% outset that the, evaluation would
H . ~

external validity and individual (as opposed to focus group) assessment ag
2\

"possibles To this end children were only éxpoéed to complete p
> 4 '

.

rograms, including

-

- °

R . " . - 4
commercials and all other usual nonprogram material. Even where research ~ ;
. - - N ;
-

. -

- ’
focused on short segments inserted into a program, children viewed complete

programs with the appropriate %nserts é3 that the segments would be expefiéﬁqed
3

y ~

in the context in which they aré—aormally'bresented. Viewing was done in

;éhvironmentsjig which children ordinarily watch television -~ their own homes

o

V3

— and af;erschool‘cige programs. The children were typical -of membe%s of NBC's

Saturday morning audience. They ‘were pri?arily 6-11 yéar olds, boys and girls .

°

* from different social classes and ethnicities. Although they ,all resided in the

greater Los Angeles area, recent work suggests that at least their programming

preferences are not likely to differ from those of children residing in smaller #

cqmmunities.(Eastman & Liss, 1980).'1All children tésted had seen more than éne

t- . * .
+ . i »
LT -

¢




~

- a

¢« . ' N - i

exaftple of the target programming, either because they had viewed it at least

occasionally at’ home when it was regularly broadcast or because they had viewed~
it a few times as part of the research project at their afterschool care

proéram. ' ‘ L,

L3

‘e

Appeal and impact of, the three types of programming were assessed in a

variety of ways. Some had more externa1 validity than others, but all provided

-

measures for each child individually.~ AsseSsment techniques included observation

by a trained parent (or other responsible family member) of a ‘child's naturally-

< -

occuring behaviors while watching television; a self-report questionnaire i

completed by a parent (or other responsible family member) which elicited

-

parental opinions and information about the child's naturally-occuring behavior
N \

at .times other than while watching TV, a questionnaire administered by a trained

- . , v

. .
parent (or other responsible family member) to an individual child, two self-

report questionnaires administered by a trained researcher to groups of 2-4 .
A - s
¢hildren, and two interviews using %ostly open—ended,qu‘éstions administered by
. ’

- LY

a traingd researcher to individual children. T . .

The results gbtained with these techniques are presented in the next three ~

-

sections of the report. Each section\begins by describingqthe'prosocial prog-’

-

ramming being evaluated and_the particular appeal and impact issmes.addressed.

This is followed: in.order by a dFscription of the methods used, a presentation

.
, N . .

.of the results, and'a short summary. Section II focuses on Draming Power,

Section IIT on the Play Alongs, and Section IV on How to Watch TV. Section V

of the report describes pilot research about prosocial programming conducted by
Catherine Doqblgday as a pilot study for her doctoral dissertation. The report
ends yith a’bpief discussion of findings and their import for network Saturday
morning prosocial programming.

R . rl ) L - -

%

.
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II. DRAWING POWER . s -

.

. '
v . ‘ ] \
N -~

Drawing Power is a half-hour series first developed for the 1980-81

1

sP3son and prodUced by Newell & Yohe, It has a magazine-style format with

seven types of animated segnrents’ Book Reporters introduces children to books

Te o 4 ) ‘' 4

they could read, Whattaya Do Mom and Dad describes adult occupations,iProfessor

Rutabaga. describes nutritious foods, Wacky World relates humorous news items,

~ ke
A

Turkey of the Week describes the unpleasant consequences of bad personal habits

-

and the benefits of reform, Pet Peeves gives tips on pet’ care and Superpeféon'

N

University encourages roletaki®g and comsidering consequences to self and °

Al

others. In an ord1nary episode, five or six of these segments are shown.

v 3 \ - “

L .
They are interspersed with introductions, commentaries, social interaction, and

gags -by three live actors who are cast as the segment animators at work in
s - e
their stullio. .The live actors include Kari, a vivacious young.black woman

R . . — " .
. given to wearing glamorous clothes; Lenny, a weird but humorous young white man

L
. L

with unusual mannerisms, an ability to produce strange sound effects,'and an,
~ . .

entourage of uncommon pets; and Pop, a grumpy older white man who believes in-

old-fashioned cartoons, sex roles, and work habits.

. B ; . |

- The series was broadcast at 11:30 this seasop, It followed Jonny Quest

on NBC and ran against such programs as Tarzan7Lone Ranger and American

>
» . \

. | T
Bandstand, on CBS and ABC. It was frequently pre-empted on the West Coast for

-
.
,

the broadcasting of live sports events., Indeed, dn December, January, and

.

February, sports programming was available in the Pacific Time Zone at 11:30

more often than was Drawing Power., The late morniny broadcast slot meant that

.

. . o i
. the availgple audience included many more older children and adults and fewer

L4 . W

Lo
younger children than would be available at an earlier hour.

-
b

.

&,
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P i ‘ A\
-~ The goals,of the series were to entertain and inform children, and -perhaps . -

«&0 influence them. It was, intended that children would find the series, the - i

H

characters, the various animated segments, and” the for&gt charaepérisfics

‘ A . o . . )
appealing, that the series would be at least @s preferred as other p}osocial
[ - . ‘ R 5 4 - ‘ 0

and non-prosocial Saturday.morning.programming,‘and that appeal would be
! ‘ « .

.especially strong for children in the 6-~11 year age range. Programmers were’

. ’

concerned that, while intending simply to encourafe, reinfdrce, and instruct,

" the series had gone overboard and become preachy, heavy-handed, and pegéntid.

3

They also worried that the magazine-style format was Tess appealing to children

- -

than a continuous,half-ﬁour plotted story would be, despite the fact that the

a s 7

Superperson University andifﬁrkey of the Week segments were thedgelves plotted

~€torigs. . Finally, they wondered {f the series miéQE be most appealing to and

. ) ) H . , : N
have the greatest impact-on children younger than either the 6-11 ‘market or the

— ~ ?

upper end of the 6=11 range who are moré likely to be watching at the time

L

Drawing Power was' broadcast. ’ . b~

In terms of impact of the series, programmers &ntended that’ children - ‘P
" would take away same good ideag from their viewing. These could be information .

or socially-valued attitudes or behaviors actually learned from’the serieé:

They could also be desirable information, at;iggdés, or behaviors the series

» ¢ ‘s

reminded children about and made attractive to them. In some cases it was

" intended that children would be encouraged in their intentions to be "good" —-

' . -

°

to think about others, tq read books, to care fo£ pefs, to eat well, to have

- é <

good personal habits., Because ideas were presented by either or both the carfoons

and the live actors,ﬂthere were interest. in finding out which of the two children

. ’ e .
perceived tobe the source of idaii in Drawing Power. Finally, programmers < ;::

wanted ts know whom children thou

t Drawirdg Power's ideas were appropriate for.

-
s ¥




There was concern that, although children would agree that it was a good idea
. ’ - . /
to think about others, they might perceive this as appropriate[only for those

younger than they were, and that children their age did not need to be told

.

things like’that any longer. ' . ’

Y

Y

The ways in which the data were gathered to address these issues about
Drawing Power's appeal and impact are described\in/the next section on methods.,
N . o s ®

" What was' learned about them is presented in the subsequent section.

£
“~

»

Method

Participants ' ) .

e, - .

N .
7 | ;

T Ninety-foﬁr children provided data for ‘the evaluation of Drawing Power .

(see Table II-1), Their ages ranged from 5 to 12 years, with a.mean of 7.8
CL o . /
; years: The sample was about evenly divided by sex, with 45 boys and 49 girls.
. » . . .
It was also ethnically mixed.' As determin®td solely by appearance and name

@

(which,obviously are imprecise indicators), it was 60% white,-32% black

4% asian, 3%‘hispanic, and 1% other.
. ; ) : -
Children were drawn from five afterschool programs in four locations

D » .

e
scattered around metropolitan Los Angeles. Three of the programs provided
. 8 .

daily afterschool care for elementary school age children (5-12), one provided

about one hour's care for young children (6-7) prior to busing them to their

t

homes, and one provided supervised use of a school’playground by children

+ (5-12).. Only the latter program was one which children attended’ sporadically

rather than daily. In this case parents agreed to send their children to the

% . - .
_ program “each day of the research. All of the programs were ethnically mixed.

s !

Two,serviced primarily middlerclass families, one serviced primarily lower and

lower_middle clasg families, and two serviced families of mixed social class
. backgrounds. . B . .

v N Ll
R T . . -
VI

s
[N S . »
- + ’ . ¢ - ¢

‘at




Basic Sample

Mean age in yrs

Age_range in yrs

(N)

s

. ¢ Table II-1

Drawing Power Sample

~
“ ¢

In-depth Interview Sample

Mean age inQYrs

»

Age range in yrs

‘ )

-

Younger
Girls Boys
6.3 . 6.3
5-7 5-7
(24)  (23)
6.2 6.3
5-7 . 5-7
(9) (8)

Older
Girls Boys
9.2 9.4
8~-11 8-12
(25) (22)
9.3 9.9
8-11 8-12.,
12 (9

“

All

Children -

7.8
5-12

(94)

5-12

(38)
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Children had three opportunities to provide data; once in aQquestionnaire

and short interview administered the day after three days of viewing Drawing

.

Power, the New Fat Albert Show; and other prosocial programming; once in a

[4

‘" questionnaire administered immediately after viewing one episode of Drawing

Power; and once in an interview conducted after the second questionnaire.
The latter interview was intended for only a subsample of children, but the

first two contacts were intended for all children. Of the total sample of

’ -~

children, 71% were present and tested at both of the first two. contacts. A -

review of those who provided data for only one of the two contacts did not__,g\}
> Y
first:

suggest any cohsistent eﬁplanation for why children would appear for the
" - ,
testing and not the second or vice versa. Of the children who completed a

2

questionnaire at the second contact, 467% were subsequently interviewed.
To examine age and sex differences in the appeal and impact of Drawing

Power, the sample was divided into younger and older,boys and girls. To keépA
the’numbers roughly even by age, the split had to be 5-7 years and 8-12 yEars,’
rather ‘than the 6-8 years and‘9-ll year; originally planned.2 As shown in
Table II—l,'this division yielded'about‘20'bhildren in each age and sex group

who participated in either or both of the first two téstings. The social class

. and ethnic mixes in the four groups are about the same. It should be noted,

though, that the samp&@ is relatively young. The mean age of the younger

«children was 643 years; that of the older children was 9.3 years. . g

M S a

.+ .As Table II-1 also shows, nearly half the children were interviewed after

the second questionnaire was adminisfered. Tney too were fairly evenly S

»

distributed by age and sex (4SA younger children, 457% boys).. Examination .
indicated ,that the four age and sex groups were equally mixed by social class £

and ethnicity,

2%
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Procedures

‘ o ‘ .
Research procedures took fivefdays to complete (see FigurehII—l). One or

~

more researchers visited each.part#cipating afterschool program on each of
AW ~ ‘ .

' the five days to oversee the viewing and’ testing. .For four afterschool prvograms

’

' these were consecufive days; for the fifth program the visits were spread over .

. a seven-day Rgriod.a' On each of the first two days children viewed an episode

of Drawing Power. After‘each viewing children in three‘of the afterschool

° a
-

programs were free to choose to view another prosocial program. On the third

.

day children viewed one episode of The New Fat Albert Show. Again those in
three afterschool progréms were allowed to choose another prosocial program
to view. On the fourth day researchers administered the questionnaires and

short interviews to children. On the fifth day, a third episode of Drawing

-

Power was shown, chiidren completed a questionnaire, and about half the children'
-were then interviewed. The television programs the children viewed are

described more fully in the succeeding section, . .

4

Afterschool programs whichsmight participate in the project were~identified

through personal contacts., None were programs with which any of the researchers

had previously.worked. All programs contacted agreed to participate. They'

- . ]
, were offered a  monetary incentiye for participatdon, but in our opinion the
% i

incentive was not responsible for their participation. Letters informing

-

. . .. .
parents about the project and an informed consent sldp were sent Jome with the

children (see Appendix A). A more complete description of the project was ‘left
‘ S %

# with the direotor of the‘sfterschool program (see Appendix A). Only those

a . -

* children who returned a parent cqmsent form were allowed to complete the -~

. . "
questionnaires or interviEwsﬂ

.
y N T, .

2
.

‘a
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, ' . Figure II-1 ,

»

" Basic Procedures and Measurement' Instruments

a e

Day 1 Day 2 T 4 Day 3 ~Day -4
4 .
View Drawing Power Vigw Drawing Power View Fat Albert ‘Administer
' o questionna

. . . \ . ,

3 v
’
EEEEAN
‘ - .

first
ire

e series appeal
e How to Wdtch TV

0 . T viewing
View add4itional View additional . ﬁiewgadditional ) ‘Administer first
prosocial program prosocial program prosocial program interview

chosen by children® . chosen by children*é

: chosen by children*
T~—" : ) )

e series recall
‘e How to Watch TV

B

4
- »
Day 3 ‘

View Drawing Power
S

Administer second -
questionnaire voe .
+® episode megsage recognition
‘& episode message acceptance

\\ T o C recall oHow to Watch TV message
1 ) ’ o ’ recognition
- - ) T e How to Watth TV evaluation
\\ “ ’ 5, °**.
. :f ' Administer second interview
) . e episode message recall
. e e episode méssage accCeptance
, * @ series appeal ‘
. e serieg improvement
l‘ ¢ ) ) ‘
v v . r ~
- * ™ " - ) ‘
Children in one afterschool care program did not participate-in this aspect of the project .
due to program restrictions on amount of  time spent .wiewing television.
/ ,
~ 4 ’ ( .
kk ) ' ,f . '
! This interview was administered to a subSample of approximately half the children\ﬂu>completed
the second questionnaire. * N . o R
) . ~ \
w . . i ot
. . =

. 32
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> Three people had primary responsibility for the afterschool programs .

(AD, CD, and PK). Two of them worked with one program each and one (PK)

»y

worked with three, two of which were at the same location. The responsible

-

v : individual introduced the project to children in the afterschool program,

including those without permission to,g?rticipate. The researcher told child-

ren s/he ahd NBC, were interested in their opinions about television, wanted

: to show them programs for a few days, and planned to find out what they

Vi,

. . thought about them. Children were told théy could not give us their opinions
3
. g 4
without returning the permission slip, but they could watch the program.
, Children believed that their information would help people make bettér

- - children's television programs.

N -

The person with,ptimary responsibility.at each site went alone the first

three\days and showed prdgréms to the children. On the last two days s/he made
the primary contacts with the children, but testing was carried out .by three

to five researchers drawn from a pool of seven (two or three men, the rest

women), all either masters or doctoqél degree candidates .or graduates. All

researchers had been trained in adﬁinistering the questionnaires and inter-
’ " - T
views., All had watched episodes othiawing Power.,

/ ~ Children viewed the programs on a video monitor® They were in color and
‘ - ' ¢ , ’ - s v o
clearly visible and audible to all‘%iildren. The viewing situations were

- * 3
relatively informal. 6 Children were free to come and go for goileting, washing

hands,'disposing of trash and.the like, Sometimes children ate §nac¥s while

.

viewing; other times the& just gathered around and watched. Occasionall§ a
thild's enthusias§ic commentary or acting out was restrained, usually by

. : : . ?

- . " other children, so that the rest of the group could still see and hear. The

-
-
d ~

issue ‘of children leaving for other forms of amusement dﬁd‘not'arise. They -
7 . T

. -




o "\*r ‘ . " / -

. ‘ . W13
. % A
\ -5 ¥ -
were interested in the programs and chose to stay and watch at least the first -
- O ‘ . . X ' *
A one shown each day. The viewing sessions lasted about 40 minutes if one
A . ’
program was viewed and about 75 minutes if two-programs were viewed.
Children who participated completely in the projépt viewed at least .
three episodes of Drawing Power in the afterschool progfam, 'Children who had ' ._,.

% . ° \
not seen at least two Draw¥ng Power episodes were not, included din the final

Y] ?
sample. , Forty-five per cent of the children saw at least one other prosocial

program in additYon to Drawing Power and Fat Albert. Most of them chose

-

- Vegeta%le Soup or Big Blue Marble, All fiewing was but a small addition to

the children’s television experience. All talked freely and knowledgeably

]

about Saturday morning children's programming. Some were also familiar with .

L]
-

’ A
children's prosocial programming broadcast at other times and by independent
or public stations. The most the .research procedures insured was that each

’ - .

child had seen Drawing Power (which was pre-empted on the West Coast most v

of December, January, and ,February) and one particula}‘episode of Fat Albert

) (they were already familiar with the series). : e T .

Questi?nnalyes were administered by a researchqf to groups of two to four
children, with groups of younger children being smalier in number than groups

. of .older children. Chiléreﬂ were seated at tables, u ;ally spaézd out to
minimize influencing each other. Items were read aloud bX the re;earcber who ‘

1 «

5 also demonstrated, as necessary, where to mark answers qq'the response sheet,

Researchers monitored children's responses c}osely/to be sure they were ‘-

~

. [
. " correctly entered on the response sheet. ' Whenever there was any question \\\\\\\\\\\

about a cPild's response, the researcher” stopped to clarify it. Océdsionally

younger ohildren had'to be helped to keep their responses on the right line. # , %t

4
¢ Otherwise, children had littie difficulty selecting and entering their ;
\ - ggéﬁions on the response sheet, s : ' -
Q ‘ \ ” ) f




" The first questionnaire required 15-20 minutes to complete. At thejend
children were asked .to draw a picture of their favorite Saturday morning prog-
% .
3 ‘ . -
- . . ram, ‘While the group did this, each child was individually interviewed for *

IS

C oy -5=10 minutes, The resfarcher wrote children!s answers down oen their response
’ . [ .
sheets. The second quesfionnaire required about 20 mjhutes to complete. After

cpmbletion hf the second questionnaire, children in one aftersthooi program were

¢

. sent home on the bus. Selected children in the other four programs were

°
- 2

interviewed in-depth. The researcher wrote their answers down on the interview

3

schedule. Those who were not interviewed immediately were sent out to play

R

at three of the sites and were asked to df?w a picture of their favorite part

ﬁah
/ -of Drawing Power at, the fourth site, This interview: took 15-20 minutes to

?

. v complete. . . - o : , ) i .
. . 2 e « .
t.\1|.\-.}'\.|.‘.i“A‘ \ ";1‘ ‘(.‘ \°\ AR ,,{\ Ce
. - e A - .
Stimul'i ‘o \s ' :I:‘ . &~ : t r"
R 7 y .

. -
’ <

Four episodes of Drawing Power-and one of The'New Fat Albert Show were

l

uséd, They were taped off the air, eithef from the: New York feed or from the

1 -

, 'Los Angeles broadcast. They included all commerciaIEhand other non-program’

‘\) material which would normally be seen in the home. The order of viewing and

testing the Drawing Power episodes was rotated across the five afterschool
. ‘ ’ < - hY ’
, * programs (see Table II-2), This means that the-aggregated data from both
. . . e » . . N , ’ R
questionnaires reflect children's general reactions to the serieg and its

Y

separate elements rather than reactions to one particular prpgram: The com-
3

> - -

ponents of the four Drawing Power episddes and the one Fat'Alhert eﬁisdde are
- deseribed in Appendix B. , Q .

) Videocassettes of other prosocial programs,lgbl taped offathe air in

. Los Angeles, were also available fo; phildren‘to choose to view. There was

one episode each of Pusty's Treehouse, Vegetable Soup, Big Blue Marble, and
\ . M \ . \ R ° .

.=

2%
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.

Number of
Children Drawn
From It

13 . -

32,

O 1)

A
>

Episodes Viewed:
on Days 1 and 2

T2
. 3,4 °
i,g .

Table II-2

» Episode Viewed -

on Day 5

a
-

o : ?

Segments .in |
Day 5 Episode—

J——

ST
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_—T’//—\\\hniya}s, Animals, Animals. These were selected because (1) they were'pro-

socjal in natﬁre, (2) they were or reasonaBly.could be broadcast on Saturday
X < )

; ] gorning, 3 tﬁey were a complete half-hour shpw,~}4) they were not excessively
dddactic, and (5) th;j were not syndications of series which were orignally
airéh ﬁuring primetime. -In_gddition té choosing.any of these programs to’
Qiew, ch?ldren coﬁldlchoose to view the fourth episode of Drawing Power (éhe

one not scheduled for viewing at their site) or episodes of Drawing Power

> thé& had already been shown on a preceding day. 2
Instruments ' ; - |
\ . ’ . ‘ |
. $
Two interviews and twQ questionnaires, one with four different forms, b
: ~ were developed. The two questionnaires wqie given to all children. Theyjwer

=

",

similar in form, including rating scalés, yes-no items, and multiple choice

-

items. The text of each| item was written out for the researcher., Children

-
L T

were only given resbphse sheets with pictures (smiling to'frowning.faces) or.

simple words (YES, NO) to circle and simply labeled boxes (YE8;>N6, éﬁdﬁf;“

4 ~ .
series and its format, the extent to which it would appeal to children older
- ° ‘ ’ | “

than, younger than, and ,the same age as the respondent, viewing frequénsy,

(

|
e . » |
and the ease with which program content could be understood. ‘One question (

. tONGj to place checks in, The first qLEstionnaige examined the appeal of the {
; : i
|

about How to Watch TV was included at the end. Copies of this questionnaire ) }

and response sheets are in Appendix C. The second questionnaire examiﬁed the

|
appeal of one Drawing Power episoée and its separate segments, what length {
segments children preferred, recognition of messages in the episode, acceptance |

|

of them, and the extent to which the messages should be.seen by children older

L]

" than, younger than’ and the same age as the respondent. Sevefa} items about -

t
te - Y E -

.

-y

38 .g




How to Watch TV were included at the end. Four separate forms of this qugst-

/ ~

ionnaire were developed, one fop each Drawing Power episode tested. Copies

of the four forms of the questionnaire and response sheets arg in Appendix D.

-

: . i
The first interview was given to all children (see Appendix E).' It was

.

. very short, consisting of only two questions and related probes. Both questidns

were open-ended, aaking children to recount everything they remembered about
any Drawing Power and How to Watch TV programmihg they had ever seen. The

‘probes encouraged further recalls by the/ children. For Drawing Power, they

also sought to elicit children's perceptions of the intended messages in

]
.

Drawing Power content. The latter probes were used only when children gave

only concrete descriptions of characters and actions which were meant also

b

_to convey a message. For example, a child"s description of Law and Order”

*

whirlding their sticks and showing a street full of dogs would be, followed by

a probe to see if 'the child received any message such as getting a dog tag,

__keeping one's_dog at_home, or _generally obeying the law and keeping ordex.

.

The second interview was given to a subsample of the children {see
Appendix F). It was highly structured. Most, of the questions were open-
. co

.ended, but some pfg;ided children with alternative responses from which .to
- _— —— N AN

i

choose. The interview began byeasking’for recall of content from the Drawing

Power episode children had viewed that days The question was administered

‘and probed as was fhe similar question in the first inter?iew. *he interfiewer

then_had the child assess which contenzfﬁad not been known before viewing, )

~

and 3q}ected fof‘further discussioﬁitwo'qf the ideas the child had:recalled. -

- For each idea, the child was asked how it was presented in qh% program, who

¢

ought to ,See such an idea and why,.and whether the child agreed wish or would :

practice the idea and why. The interview ended with an exploratioﬁ of children's

o .
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. k B -
opinions about the segmentation and preachiness of Drag}pg Power and any
) further suégesfions they had for improving Prawing Power. ~—
‘ ' . * . \ ' -
' Resuits - : .

¢

The results of the evaluation of Drawing'%owen are reported in three-main

- n—

sections: appeal, impact, and children's suggest& improvements. The d%ﬁg on

appeal were obtained from items .in both quéstionhaireé and the second interview,

The data on impact were obtained from both questionnaires and boﬁh interviews.

Suggestions for improvement were onlE elicited in the second interview. Issues

f

of major interest to NBC were all addressed by moge than one type of question,

: >
. but all results are based on self-report data.
’ : i
Appeal " | :
N ’ ¢
A .

Most. Saturday morning programming lives and -dies by the ratingié the

4

) ultimgate measufe of appeal. 1In an effort to move beyond the rétjngs and better *.

——

’

™  understand what was more and less appealing about the series and to whom,
- (33 * s .

. " wvarious aspects of appeal wefe measured. THese.included measures for entire ,

- programs or for the series, for the diﬁéerent°bypes of segments in' the series, " %
\ ; A

s
o . s

®. ‘and for several format characteristics., !

‘
a
’

LY Appeal of the series. When asked "to rate the appgal of all DrawidghPower

4

. . /
' episodgs they had ever seen or the appeal of the episode they had just seen, '«

. o

- most children said they liked it a lot, On a.four point scale, they rated it
3.6 for the‘sgz}gﬁ’as a whole and 3.7 for the program-they had just -seen. As

. ’ is evident in Table II-3,. younger children liked it somewhat more than older

/

) ’ children, older boys liked it least, and the average rating er'the series as

—~ ° )

@ r * . .
' a whole differed little from the aggregate of four programs rated tndividually.

(=]

(%Y

As. is usually true, we must asslme that the ratings suggest more liking than ~§
would be evident in children's.at-home viewing choices., P : T

. : . i - '

ERIC - - o : S
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Table II-3 - '

Rated Appeal of Drawing Power

.

. Younger Older
* Girls Boys Girls Boys
3.8 3.9 3.4 3.4
(17). (20) (22) (19)
‘ﬁL“; ~
\ “a v
3.9 3.9 - 3.8 3.4
(20) (22) (23} (19)
. l L
\ ¥
° -
‘ -,
4
R .
L N '

~

All
Children

3.6

(78) .
3.7

(84) .

Rating Scale
1 = Like Not At Allﬂ

2 = Like ébme
3 = Like A Little

4 = Like A Lot

Fom

b 1
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." Some indication of comparative appeal, indicating how the series would
'hold‘up in'the face of competition, is provided by cﬁildren's stated choices to
vieo Draoing Power instead of another series ostensibly broadcast at the same
time. These choices are also likely to‘be more pro-Drawing Power than would )
actual viewing choices at home. To examine them, two non-NBC prosocial series,

Fat Albert and Big Blue Marble, and three other NBC series, Flintstones, Daffy

-

Lall

Duck, and Jonny Quest, were used as comparisons. Drawing Power's apparent
appeal diminished under this: form of testing. As shown in Table II-4, 71%
of the children said they wOuld chpose Drawing Power over Fat Alhert and 677
would choose it over Big Blue Marble. Drawing Power's greatest auddence loss

would he améng\boys especially older boys when Fat Albert was broa?cast and

- ’

among younger children, especially girls, when Big Blue\girble was broadcast.

[y

Drawing Power's appeal does not hold up so well when\compared to other
NBC programming. This trend wbuld”likely hold true for comparisons to the
non-prosocial programming of the other networks. In the hypothetical choice

situation, 38% of the chileren chose Drawing Power over the Flintstones, 447

*

over Daffy Duck, and 60%~oyer Jonny Quest. Drawing Power’s greatest audience

retention would be among younger boys when the Flintstones was broadcast, among
- . M ° - \)
older girls when Daffy Duck was broadcast, and among younger boys and older

i

girls when Jonny Quest’was broadcast.- Since the.percentage of choices for *

A S
s . ,

Draﬁing Power is 1likely to be greater in the test situation than it would be
’ > ) .
in behavior at heme, one assumes that Drawing Power would have a tough go of
- &k R

T it in competitiorr”with an ordipary Saturday morning schedule. Ratings this

season bear this out, although they are‘gonfused by the many sports programs

* <broadcast at the same time as Dra‘wing ‘ower' in many pdrts of the nation.

MR .
A third method for assessing Drawing Power's appeal was to measure 1its

e ' .
estimated appeal for other children. This was accomplished by asking children

-~

’ ~
s

. - .
L * N »
«
. ;
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Appeal of ﬁrawing Power Compared to Other Pregrams

’

% Childrén Prefer Drawing .

Power to Other Prosocial

Program: -

N

Fat Alber:fm

4

Table II-4

Younger
Girls Boys
[

71 - 60

(i) _——an—0)

-

*" Blue Margle
> Marb
N)

!

i

# Children Prefép Draw&ng(
Power to Other NBC

Program:

Flintstones ’

LW

! &
Daffy Duck -
® 7
/ /

qpﬁny Quest

) B

o

,

33 68

~

(15) (19)

Younger
Girls . Boys

t

29 © 60

(17>  (20)

29 25

17)  (20)

47 65

a7

3
-

.

20y

Older

Girls Boys

73 42°
(22) (19)
77 78

(22) (19)

Older

Girls Bozs;

36 26

(19)

(22) (19)

77 47

C2) ‘a9

68 47+ .

\

-

Children

" (78) .

21

All

62 .

(78)

67

(75)

ALL

Children - v
38

(78)

44 -

60

(78)

‘»r
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to tell us whether Drawing Power would be liked by children younger than,

the same age as, and older than they were. As- shown in Table II 5, virtually

all childreh believed their peers would like it. Drawing Power's adjudged
1 <

appeal‘drppped off when children were asked about younger children's liking

of it, with only 777 saying children younger than they- would like it. Appeal

dropped further when older children s liking was being judged with only 44%

AN

saying blder children would like it.

T~

likely to feel that children older than they were would like the series.

Altogether, the children s estimates of how much other children would like the

Girls, especially older girls, were least °

series suggest, as the previously reported appeal measures did, that Drawing
. p) .

Poyer is attractive to children byt not markedly so.

'%The data -in Table~II-S can be used to estimate children's judgments of the

ages of children for which Drawing Po#ler is most likely to be appealing.’ In .

Pl

Figure II-2 we have graphed for the younger and older childrenjgﬁ‘our sample

the percentages predicting that other younger, same age, and older children

would like the series. There is a line for the predictions of oldér children , . ;
. : . } ’ o

in our sample and one for younger children. Along the bottom of the graph///~ .-

are the approximate ages that "older," "same age,"eand "younger" should refer’

+

to for younger and older children in cur sample.
g

. ’ -

*
The figure clearly-indicates

-

that children believed the series would not be Very appealing to children

1
I

older than about ten (and, perhaps even younger). They believed appeal would
' R N Ot

. - hold up better for the preschool audiefice, but they did not predict especially

high appeal. These figures suggest that the maximum appeal of Drawing Power

wauld be to children between the ages of approximately five and nine, certainly

not the largest audience available at the time Drawing Power was broadcast

-

[N . -
this season. . . .
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’ Table 1I-5
: . . Estimated Appeal of Drawing Power for Other Children .
[ 4
7 Children - , ] «
Saying These R '
Children Will ) Younger .
Like Drawing, . B Ll LY —=CeL All
Power: . Girls  Boys Girls Boys Children
. . N\ T . )
Older children ] 47 55 18 58 b4
~ . . d J '
-
Same age children 100 100 100 95 99
. ’.‘n . e ¢ ) . . "
Younger children ’ 71 65 95 74 C77
2 < . ' ‘ ’
NO¥ @7)  (20) (22) _(19)1 (78)
. *
‘
. i
» F , . =
] P -
5.
. . (9
~ S 15 5
\ L] \___—
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g ‘ Figure II=2

Estimated Appeal- of Drawing*Power for Other Children
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Appeal of the segments. Since Drawing Power had a magazine format, it ’

had a number of identifiable types of iontent ‘whose appeal could be rated.

\ Such ratings were obtained from the children on the second questionnaire.

« * ¢

They were asked about.liking the live actors and each animated segment in

.

t >

the episode they had just 'viewed. Because all types of segments are not in
d all episodes of Drawing Power, the number of children rating each segment

ranges)from.a low of -39 to a high of 84 for the entire sample, with a range

. . . . N e . . P
P . . c° . 3 . LY

° of 8r23 for the individual age' by sex groups. .

« .

As shown in Table I1-6, the mean,ratings for 1iking the segments ranged
. Y “ ' J: .
from 2.5 to 2.9 on'a three poipt scale with all childr§n combinaéd. When *

.

children are bE?ken down by age and sex, average ratings raﬁged from 1.9 to -

> -

3.0,y In Table II-6. the types of content are ordered wifh the most liked at .

5-.;"

s the top and the least liked at the bottom. This shd?s that Superperson Utidv-

ersity, Turkey of the Week, Whattaya Do Mom and Dad, and the-live actors aze °

.

the most liked types of content, while Wacky World and Professor Rutabaga are ~
[4 " ‘ )

. s
. . N {
|
\

F

least liked. . . : .

o

The apﬁeai of some types of content varied by children's age and sex.
2 4 .

L‘ - . . N ™ “0 .
In comparison to younger childremn, older boys and girIS'liked,Turkey of the
f . 3 i ..

' - Week somewhat more and Professor Rutabaga somewhat less.' In both cases the

&

-

age difference is more apparent for girls than boye. Older girls 1liked

- . -9 ¢ .
Wacky World less than did the other children. - Older boys liked the live '

-~ 4 ye . °

actors and Book Reporters less. The low average appeal of Wacky WorIa to the P

entire sample is clearly attributable solely to the older girls*dislike of it'

a ° v

younger children and older boys all liked it quite well, rWhattaya Do Mom

and Dad and Superberson University were well liked by childrpnbregardless,.

*

E]

of their own sex or age. , i . . So.e LT
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N ‘ Table II-6
‘Rgted Appeal of Drawing Power.Segments
L i - ! ¢
\ e Younger , Older AlL
> Segment r Girls Boys .Girls  Boys “Children
Super U ; 28 3.0 ' 30 2.8 2.9
NI . ’ s ' e )
- w . (2Q). (22) (23)  (19) t(84) -
2 ¢ ’ . .0
L . ¢
s / ¥ A /
People 2.8 2.9 2.9 2.5 7. 2.8
(M) ) (20) (@) - ,(23) 7 (19 (84) ,
/? o - &
) Whattaya Do ) 2.9 2.8 . 2.9 2.8 - 2.8
L .m an - as ao an L ey
5 . y . . {
[ ] o _ 2 5 ,’ ) . . -] ! . .
’ Tuxkey of- Week \ .6 2.7 3.0 %.g R 2.8 .
. . : e .
L)) (14)  (13) (14)  (12)- (53) -
5 B . . . «
, 4 5 \ ¢
> *  Book Reporters ) 2.8 2.9 8 2.2 2.7
s 4 ‘ T N / s
e . as)  ae - A1 a2 o (58)
- ) - * i
4 o / R ( . . ) Y
- -“i- "; ‘ A *. . »
. . Pet Peéves’. . 2.6. { 2.6 , 2.8 2.5 2.6
. 7y ."“ v ) N N N a
¢, N (12) (10) (9 ) . JE (39
) - ] N ’ - , > ~ . MR
Wacky World, {‘ 2.7 2.8 1. 2.6, 2.5 .
) ) - ) . R ‘e i ’
) | <2oz (22) L2 (19) (84) T -
“ o [ 2 .
g ' . . / T . .
. . _Prof. Rutabaga 2.7 2.6 2.5 "245
. ) N\ ( ’ . ' ‘
() , , .(20)  °(22) (19) @3
‘ ” S . s ” 4‘. 5.
. c ‘ by - ting Scale ’
Q . .o . Not Iéike
C L . , : Not Sure, or In Between
, a8 - Teer S o
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épﬁeal of the format. Three characteristics of Drawing Power's format
( )

R ey )
_can be singled ,out as relatively unusual for Saturday morning programming:

(A3

its combination of animation with live action, its attempt to encourage, , .

- ] o

geinforce, and instruct, and its mégazine style, Children's reactions to the

.

% . . : N
latter two characteristics are of spé%ial interest because of cpontern that

Drawing Power might go too far with each of them, becoming both preachy and

o

o§erly segmented. Care was taken 'in the testing to elicit any negative /

-

_ opinions children might have along these lines. ] ) ,
k° Overall, children reported l{king that Drawing Power had botﬁ'andmation \\

Lo
*’ and live action. ,Ratings for the facts that it had cartoons, live actors,
i . . ‘ >
’ and actors who joked with each other were 2.9, 2.8, and 2.8 respectively on
. ) ) | .
. a three point scale (see Table II-7). It should be noted that the older boys

¢
s

~ | were less enthusiastic about the actors ang their jokes than were the other

. .

children. -These bdys were, however,\just‘as enthusiastic about the cartoons

. ) ' ,b“ "
- as were the other children. ® °
» * ’ .
: .o In one assessment of reactions to Drawing Power's encouraging, reinforcing,

. ’ - -’ ,
. ) »
and instructing, children were asked to rate how much they liked the way it

Y tried to teach them things, the fact that people in the program told them what
M.

,the' cartoons were about, and the fact that the cartoons and the people gave

tﬁem,the same” ideas. Mean rated liking on a three point 'scale was 2.7, 2.7,

ard 2.4 respectively for these items ¥see Table II-7). The data suggest that °

<

. only the younger girls, were enthusiastic’about having the same ideas in ~

cartoons and in live action (at ‘least when researchers brought the repetition

to their attention). This conclusion is reinforced by the older children's

lower ratings for the fact that Drawing Power has the'live actors tell about
. . @ ’

Py . \ - » *
the cartoon content, Otherwise the ratings provide little indication that

. children found Drawjng Power didactic or preachy, ‘ W

. . » ~

IC | o ’
T ' Af |

P . . Ii)
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Characteristic

A

. Animation and Live Action

Tab}e II-7

Appeéliof Brawing Power's Characteristics

»

b

]

*
Have cartodns

: *
Have live actors

*
Actors joke

()
¥

Instructing,'Encou;¥gigg, Reinforcing

v
3

.
°

Igaches things

Cartoon agd people
same ideas* = '~
(N)

Magazine Style .

*
Have short stories

’Q ) Y

.

bl
% children want segments
. LA :

longér

same length

shorter’

b*People thiﬁﬁtbout\hattoongg 2 9

$

: Younger rOlder . All .
Girls Boys " Girls . Boys Children
L ey _ 1
; BN
2.9 3.0 ?e 3.0 2.9 )
. 2.9 . 2,9, 42.9 2.3 2.8 y
3.0 2,9 ° N 2.5 2.8
: . » . ' R
n (20) « (22) €19) "(78)
/“' 1 ‘
h 2.6 " 2.8 <272 2.7
2.8 2.6 © 2.3 2,7 ~
"y , . h (
glve v o8 2.4 - 2.4 2.2 2.4
P
e . (22)  @9) (78) -
- . “ . ¢
. 2.6 2.2 D20 2.7 2.6 -
co@an o (20) 22 (19 L8 T
/ . . 3 hd ' ‘
& . .
55 40 35 “ 16 .37
‘ 36 50 61 68 54
9 10 4 16 "0 ’ ‘
. | ,
(22) (20) €23) . (19). - (84)
. N -~ N . » i ‘
A | A~ \ \
- . * 4 L
. - Rating Scale (
L N * A 1 = Not Like
. 2 = Not Sure, or In Betweer
' . R = Like
= - . )
! . QJO AN ? ‘
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In the interview coviducted oﬁ the last day with apout half the children,
' 4

there was a second assessment of qhildren's reactions to Drawing Power's

. _ A
style. Three questions were asked, each‘beﬁfming more assertive\in quest- -

.

JENSE

ioning whether or ot Drawing Power was didactic,and preachy. >Eh% first asked
children's opinions of the way—theseries tried to teach them things, the,
- second asked if it tried too hard to‘tell children what was good to do, and

thé third asked if it gave too many orders or lectures about how to dct.

Children were all asked about the reasons for their responses to each of these
questions. None of this questioning,provided any indication that the children

found Drawing Power to be didac%ic, pushy, or preachy. They all said they

liked the way it taught. Many said it showed what was good to dd in a fun

»

, " way and did not insist that viewers follow the suggestions. Four children,
]

-

¢ . ;
one younger boy, one older boy, and two older girls, even volunteered that

children knew they did not have to do something just because television .

sugggsted they should. ! ) . , '

.

:Thus, there is little evidence that Drawing Power was seen as didactic
. .

or preachy by the children. They reported they did not like its repetiqﬁdn'
\\\pf ideég, But overall they liked the way it teaches.' Even in the inﬁerGiew

“: where it-was suggested that the series was too preachy, chifﬂien failed to
_agree that it' was. It seems safe to conclude that childten probably did not o &

find Drawing Power to be anything more than encouraging, reinforcﬂné, and
.\ Ly ) -
’ instrdcting. .
' . P 1
Children's reactions to Drawing Power's magazine style were assessed in

4 - -

three ways: (1) their'fatipgs of how mich they liked that it was made Up of .

several éhort stories, (2) tEE;p/Ehbices of whether thelseries shoulq remain £

-
-

. -
. .
d . )
B i . . L -3 . “, .
.

"ERIC L ' . 2 , .
— & - -

* the same or be changed to more shqrter siizjgﬁ or fewer longei ones, and

.
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.. less than they liked others.

’ o . 30

LY ’
-
- -
. - . o

(32 their reasons for these choices. The first two opinions were measured
d , :

onsthe questionnaires and the last in the secqnd_interyiew. Non® of the three
measure%.indicated that children strongly disliked the magazine format, but

the latter two suggested that longef plotted stories would be a reasonable

*

alternative format. <

As shown in Table II-7, the overall rated liking for the fact that °

A a

Drawing Power was made up of several short stories was 2.6 on a three point »
scale. Younger-boys did not like this characteristic very well, *but the
younger giris and older boys and girls all liked it reasonably'well. However,

r

their ratings are not as high as they were for the cartoons andéactors&hA‘
- , H . i

Y

reasonable conclusion is that children liked this aspect of the series somewhat

/ .

Whenﬁ%hildrenawere asked whether the magazine format should be change&,

| 547 said it should renain the same, 102 said it should chsnge-tb more, shorter

. -

stories, and 37% said it should change to fewgr, longer staries (see Table II-7).
1 s . - -,

Younger “‘children were more likely than older children to say they wanted longer
. . ’ i
stories. Older children were more likely fo want the series to remaimas is.

Subsequent interviews suggested that among the children_who wanted longer

L3

stories some actually meant they liked longer stories. Others meant that they

4
L

wanted Drawing Power to last ldnger than halfv n hour dr that .they wanted more
of the storﬂes they liked. Children who want shorter stories never meant
they(wanted less Drawing Power or fewer of the segments they disliked. Rather.

'

they meant they wanteq more changes or more ii;fs in the same amount of "time.

TOWever, very,fe& of the ¢hildren wanteéd more }ngntation in the serieé.

Overall the .data,do not provide a ¢lear indication that zhildred‘would
. 3 v . ;o= l.'

prefer a ﬁélf-hou;~31£tted prdgrau'to a segmented one, nor do’ they suggest that

¢

the segmented format is‘heavily preferred. The magszine style received -

-~

reasonable support from-the children, but longer stories ran a close second.

“

52,

*
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- ' ’
Impact - . ) . B
. ® - ‘
> Drawing Power ié,différent from most Saturday'morning network series in
- A . - ~ a

that it intends to present, encourage, and reinforce prosoéial information,

attitudes, and .behavior as well as to entertain. To assess how the series

.
-

‘fared with these extra goals, measures examiped how'much children learned from

» ‘ ”" Y

. »
Drawing Power's content, what content was new to them, where in the program

- 4 ~

they felt ideas were presented to them, how much they agreed with or intended
to do the things suggested in the series, and whomtheilfelt should receive P

)
- «Drawing Power's messages. Results are presented in the follpwing five sectioms.

Learning contg;%. Children found it easy.to learn at least some of=Draying &

P&mer'S‘ideas. Rating the series as a whole, 88% of-~the children repOftedJ4ﬂEﬁ?—\

/ 4

it was easy to understand the ideas presented with older children fin ing it

" somewhat easier (934) than younger ﬁhildren (84/) Childrenus measured success

: " (reported next) in ;ecogpizing idea% presented in one. episode, distinguishing

dn

,-

them from similar ldeas nof presented in the episode, andlrecalling program

e . {

content all corroborate their report that the ideas were easy to understand --

and gbviously show that ideas were easily remembered “

- - - - - - o
S

Children's recognition of messages in Drawing Power was tested only [ -

- immediately after viewing_one episode. Of the six or seven messages presented

-~ .
" . . A4 .

to the children in-the questionnaire, one came from Fat Albert episode viewed

IS - 1 > —
a

two days earlier, one was a contradiction of an’ddea presented‘in*theADraWing

S

. |+ * Power épisode they had just seen, and thé rest were from four or five different

seéﬁénts in the episode they had just seen. Where only four Drawing Power ‘

P -

ideas wer tested those child;%n s scores were adjusted to make <hem comparable

. J s ¢

to the scores of children tested on five ideas. ,The number of items for testing
= . Al

. varied due to, the different number and type of ségments in eacn episode,

. . » - « ‘.




* On the average, children' (N=84) correctly idedtified 4,2 d% 5 messages

. . »

as coming from Drawing Power. There were no age or sex dﬁfferences in

children's recognition scores for ideas from’the series.: They misidentified

[

/

an average of 0.6 of 2 messages as coming from’Drawing Power when they did not.

° -

Misidentification was greater for the wrong idea based on a Drawing Power
segment (437) than it was foi the rngE_idea ﬁrom Fat Albert (177) Younger
and older children did not ‘differ in their misidentification rates. Girls

were more likely to misidentify ideas not coming from Drawing Power' than were

.
*

4
" boys (mean scores of .74 and .44 respectively).

- \\ A ' . .
_When children were presented with an idea and asked to indicate whether
’ : . . “

it came from Drawing Power, ideas taken from certain segments were more likely

a " o

-

to be recognized than were ideas from other types of\segments. As Table ILI-8,

£

ghows, the percentage of children correctly identifyiqg an jdea as coming rrom

.
Drawing Power ranged from a ‘high of 96% for Whattaya Do Mom and Dad segments

’ . v

to a low of 70% for Turkey of the Week segments., Recognition scores for
Whattaya Do Mom and Dad (96%), Book Reporters (90%), Pet Peeves (90/),
.. Professor Rutabaga (85%) segments were all quite good. Those for Superperson

University, (74%) and Turkey of the‘week {70%) are not as good considering that
- guessing probability&would be 50%. It is interesting, though not surprising,

[ that the four segments‘which are more didactic and cognitive present ideas

« -

which were more easily recognlzed later. The two segments whose ideas were .

: Lk T
less easily-rec;g&izgd later both rely more og,a storyline to convey the

message, use the- strategy of presenting "bad" .behavior and its consequences

- e
- - !

before presenting '"good" behavior, and deal more-with socin behaviar. These

findings emphasize again the difficulties progfammers face in dealing

efficaciously with social behavior. ‘s

[ .- : . -
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S v " Table II-8
. 1
. Reco nit-io;l of 'Messa es in Drawing Power Segments
ecog g
¢ . . : ,
% Children C 1 ‘ e ’ '
% C ren Cqrrectly . : . \
Recognizing Message’ X_oun_%ei ’ Older .. ALl
In Segment: . . . Girls Boys = -+ Girls Boys Children
.; . . < ’ t
swhattaya Do _ ) . 100 100- 87 ) lOQ_( _ 96
(N ¥ . (11) - (@15) ~ 16 4) - (56)
[ he . * X
z .
Book Réporters 87 88 93 92 90
. .7 i _ "
() ST (15)  (16) (15) . @2) . (58)
) 5 A
> . © [
Pet Peeves . 92 90 100 _ 75 90
. A , , v N R -.
X ™ - ) - . (12) ~ Q10) (9 (8) . (39)
" N .’ 3 ’ ° *
.t .o ’ }
Prof. Rutabaga - 90" 82 : 87 79 o 85 ,
A N 5 (20)  .(22) e» a9 (84)
: - \ ‘ B ] . / 7 L
< Super U _ . 70 77, 65 84 74
. . ad -\ b L .
(N) ' [(20) © (22) *(23) (19) - (84)
- v - L] -
. ; ‘.‘ ., . , LY ’ \
Turkey of Week . < 57 62 80 83 ' 70
. %{‘,‘ i —— .
(N) . e ) Q3) (15)  (Q2) (54)
\ T <
.}.‘(\ -
L] ' -
- . i
o R
¢ . b ' -
- f e’ g ) - s
) -
Bt ‘ T o'
. ~ o N .
o : . . /
v '
o H)
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« There were few age or sex differences in children's recognition of

ideas from different Drawing Power segments (see Table II-8). Older boys were

somewhat less likely than were other children to recognize ideas from Pet

Peeves segments. Girls were somewhat more likely than boys to recognize *
. -
ijdeas from Professor Rutabaga segments. Younger children were less likely to
O .

.recognize ideas from Turkey of the Week segments thaq were older children.

m . .
This last finding parallels the previously reported lower appJ!i of Turke"of

s

the Week segmenté for younger children. .
Children's recall of messages in Drawing Power was tested with all

children on the fourth day of the project. On days one and two they had seen

12

two different episodes of Drawing Power, and on da§ three, one episode of

.

Fat Albert. On all those days, some children saw additional Drawing Power
episodes or other pfbsocial programming. On the day recall was tested, no

programs were viewed., About half the children were also tested for recall in

]
I3

the interview on the fifth’ day. These children were asked Eo recall ideas -
only from the episode they had just seen, while chiléren at the first testing
‘were asked to recall ideas from any of the Drawing Power episodes they had

seen in the afterschool center or at home. The first recall data presented

here was obtained from all children interviewed without having just seen a

Drawing Power .episode. The data from the subsample of children who were
interviewed after having seen one episode follow.
) On the average, children wepe able to recall 3.7 separate content items

from Df%ﬁing-?gwer (see Table AI-9). Only two children, one younger boy and

one yougger girl, could not/recall anything from the series, while three

o

children recalled -as man

.

as 9 or 10 items each. Not surprisingly, older

children recalled more’ ideas overall.® The items children recalled were

/ 6 |
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. Table II-9
Recall of Drawing Power Messages Two Days After Viewing It .
% \ { I3 )
Younger ’ Older 531
Girls  Boys Girls Boys Children
Mean number . : - - o
messages recalled 2.7 3.4 ‘ 4.4 4.1 3.7
Range r 0-8  "0-9 © 1.9 1-10 . 0=10
Mean number morals or : . ) .
main points . 0.4 0.5 - 124 1.7 ° 1.0
‘Mean number descriptions 2.3 2.9 ' 3.0 2.4 t 2.7
= (N), ) / . (16) (17) (22) (19) (74)
£
¢ "
' ) - .
& a




#oras

——pa

36

. . .
(4 0 . .

separated into those which captured the messég%s, moral, or main point of

the segment (e.g., eat fibey, old beople can do a lot, don't tattle) and

-
L o

those which simply'd%scribed characters, settings, or actions (e.g.,'there

was this dian with a mégic folding table, an old lady danced real fast, he

e . /
alw;§s told on people); Older children recalled messages or points of sfbnies
more than dit younéef children, Cﬁ%ﬂdren did not giffer by age or ééx in »
the number of recalled ideas which were simp%s desériptions ¢gf characters,
settings, or actioms. All children were:likely o recall mére of th%s simple
descriptive content than of morals.

All the different types of Dra@iné~Power seg&enfs were represent;d in
ideas recalled%by at least one child in the sample, but some types were more
fikely than-others to have ideas recalled from them. As shown in Table II-10,
the live actors and Superperson University were likely and Pet Peeves and
Professor Rutabaga were unlikely to provide ideas which children recalled.

Ideas from Whattaya Do Mom'and Dad, Wacky World, Turkey of the Week, and Book

Reporters were recalled by 10-20% of the children. Children were unlikely to

recall more than one

o

and the live actors,

from Whattaya Do Mom

idea from any type of content except Superpersbn University

although a very few children recalled more than one idea

and Dad and Book Reporters. The ideas recalled from

the live actors were almost exclusively descriptions of c¢lothing, mannerisms,

possegsions, and behavior, Ideas recalled from Whattaya Do Mom and Dad,

Wacky Worid, and Book Reporters.were mostly descriptions of their factual
Whiswores -

content., Ideas rgcalled from Superperson University, Turkey.of the Week, Pet

Peeves, and Professor- Rutabaga were a mix of descriptions of characters and

acf}ons and -9f mdrals about good and bad behavior. Older children recalléd

more from each type of animated segment, but younger children recalled more
.o .

about the live actors. The only sex difference was boys' greater recall of

.

ideas from the Book Reporters segments.y .

59




-

% Children
»Giving One or More
Ideas From:

| Live actors
Super U
Whattaya Do ,
Wacky World
Book'Reportérs
Turkey of Week
Pet Peeves

Prof. Rutabaga

(N)

Table II-10

Recall of Messages From Drawing Power’

Two Days After Viewing It

Younger
Girls Boys .

75

(16)

g

76

(17)

Segments
Older
Gifls Boys
rd
68 68
o
18 26
'27\ 32
18 L
1'4' ) 21
18 0
9 11
(22) (19)

All

Children

72

68

19

19
19

12

Y
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.Children whoiwere asked to recall ideas from one Drawing Power episode ¢

.soon after viewing it volunteered more ideas than did children asked to recall

T

ideas from earlier days' viewing (see Table II-11). However, the range in
b g

~

number of ideas volunteered after viewing one episode was constricted from
0-10 to 2-7, 1so children differed in what they recalled, giving more morals

than simple descriptions, recalling more ideas from more different types of

4

"segments, and reporting less about the live actors.

As shown in Table II-11, the average number of ideas recalled was 3.4

which does not differ substantially from the 3,7 ideas recalled by children

.

who had not just watched a Drawing Power episode. Again, older children

recalled more ideas and more ideas which were morals*than did younger children, ‘-

Sy

, although most of the pge difference is accounted for by the girls. The only

S

notable differendes betweenirecall measures in Tables II-9 and AI-11 is in

recall of the moral-or point of a segment versus simple description of [ts

content. When recall was assessed soon after viewing, all childrea~were more

likely to recall the morals presented, in segments. As the time between viewing
L 2
r'd

and recall lengthened, 'children in the .age range tested forgot the morals in'

. / -
the stories and remembered more about characters and their aCtiO?j;////////
- . .

* The two testing, situations also produced differences in the segments from

which ideas were recalled. More children recalled ideas from each type of

B
[}

segment when they were tested soom after viewing. As shown in Table II-12,
. : : : i~

(
at least 30% recalled something from each of the eight types of segments.

When. testing was a day or two after viewing, only two of the eight segment
(S .
\
types had such recall rates. Ideas from the other six types were recalled
i 1 )

- -

¥ N *
by less than 207 of the children (see Table II-10). Supérperson University

.remained the major source of ideas which children recalled. Live actors

~

became' a minor source, shifting from the most frequent to the next to least

, /




‘ , Table II-11

l}écall "of Drawing Power Messages Right After Viewing It

b

) g Younger Older ,";

Girls Boys Girls Bois

/ o

- Mean number . .
messages recalled 2.9 3.9 4,1 3.4
Range. i 2-5 3-7 3-7 2-5
P B e - N 2 hd 1] ' -3 -
"Mean number morals r
or main points . 1.0 1.9 3.4 2,2
Mean number descript?o’ns « 1.9 2.0 0.7 1.2
Y
6] oo (9 (7 - (11 9
. — . £
: .

I-All te

* Children

3.4

2-7

h 13




% Children

¢

. Table II-12

5

‘o Viewing It

Giving'One or Younger
More Ideas From: : Girls Boys
’ N .
Super U ~ . . 44 86
() S (9) 7).’
Turkey, of Week . 71 50
© () , M@
o . o ! v i [ 1
S Pet Peeves ' ¥§; ’ 0
A . >
: ) - (3).
v . ‘\Yj M + g
Whattaya Do x 33 0
: ®w ., RO
3 ' 'Pfof:ggugagaga ¢ 12 ' 57
Ty’ v (8) (7)
Book Reporfersw ) 56 43 )
() e
. . .
° ™ . '
Live Actors 33 ;7\‘r
. N) \\ (9) (7)
4 ’ o
Wacky World 22 29
. (N) ' (9 (7
- R
62

ﬁ Older
Girls Bozs
100 89
1) (9)
89’ 60
(9) (5)
75 . 50
8)  (6)
S
N g0 80
T(5) (59
ST 33
(11) (9,
’ 12 38
| (8) 8)
45 12
(11) (8)
36 33
(11) 9

40

‘Recall of Messages from Drawiﬁg Power Segmeﬁté Right After

A

'/'
L
All

Children

78

(3i?
7%

(23)

52
(25)

31
(36)




. <Superperson University, Pet Peevés, Tyrkey of the Week, and Professor Rutabaga

~

. shown in_Table II-13, children reported in the in-depth interview that an '

"‘“‘*““average*of*172—ofﬁthe*S:ﬁ—ideas:they“recaiiédjwere*not‘pgeviousiy“knownifb“**“*“‘—“——‘—

-~ . AR
. .

frequent,- Ideas recalléd from the live actors were still primarily descriptions

2

of clothing,-mannerisms,°bossessions, and behaviors, but a greater proportion
I ;

1

of'theﬂigeas were morals about behavior (e.g.; Pop shouldn't be grumpy). -

o -

were all likely to be the source of recalled morals about good and bad
behavior. Whattaya Do Mom and Dad, Wacky World, and Book Reporters were likely
to have their factual content desgribed. Just as with the delayea recall

- q .
measure, younger children recalled morg about the liveractors and -— with one

3

excepf:ion -~ older children recalled more from each, type-of animated segment..

-

The one exception is Book Reporters, from-which younger children recalled
more ideas than did older children when recall was assessed soon after viewing.

The sex_difference in'delayéd recall of ideas from the Book Reporters

~

disappeared in immediate recall., Two new sex differences appeared. Girls ¢

recalled m8te ideas from Turkey of the Week and Pet Peeves than did boys.

Altogether the recognition and recall measures suggest that children

profited from Drawing Power. They felp,the series was easy to understand, they

o

recognized most of its[ideas when they heard\them~again, and they were able to

recall content on their‘own. The idea§ichildrenrobtained from the series ére

~

generally yalued in our society. They learned aboﬁt‘book;, occupations, and

N ¢

H \ o *
foods. They were'.encouraged to think of others, think before acting, care
for pets, be neat and clean, obey the law, and the like. Clearly, Drawing

5 .
Power succeeded in its goal of providing children with prosocial messages. :
New content,” ‘Children believed that most of the ideas they reca%}ed from

-

Drawing Power were known to them before théy were seen on television., As
, “ )

N »

. -

them. Of the total number of ideas recalled, children said about one quarter

-
. a




reported ds not
known before

L)

\\ known before

(M)

.
»

Mean number ideas

any ideas as not

1
\

Ed ‘ 42
’
‘ Table II-13 ) )
New Ideas Reported Learned from Drawing Power
. -
Younger O Older \éAll
(. Girls Boys Girls Boys Children
1.1 0.9 1.4 1.1 1.2
% children reporting -7 ‘
’ -\ 56 _ 57* 73 *56 61
- \ ' . . ;“
L] N ) \/ .
A ) I ¢) I (11) (9) (36)
. , -
Ll 5‘4
; .
Yy
e ° &
\ . >
B .
™
; ¥ .
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‘ . ' ‘ 43, .

v

L4
»

.. of them were new. Shifting tﬁé/;;cps from ideas to children, data show that

L3

v

61% of the children reported at least one recalled idea wai not preg}ously p

known to them. Older children in general and especially oldér girls were

more aware of having learned somethiﬁg new from Drawing Power. This is ° : ot

¢ -

probably because they are more aware of what they do and do not know, mote

. 5 .
“self-reflective, than(ére younger children. They can therefore know they 8

have learned something new and report that to the researcher whereas younger %\
N .

N R . 4
children will not recognize they have learned something., -~ .

" < ) ' )
<T‘A sample of the idegs children reported not having known before is pro-

a

‘vided in Table II-1l4. It is apparent that children believed they obtained

. Pl

new ideas from all types of segments, This is certainly a»desirable'achieve-

> L4 n

] ¢ .
ment of the series, but our focus should not be restricted,!glely to learning

> new ildeas. Drawing Power reinforced many socigily valued idgg; they already

* knew, ideas they felt were worth hearing again. This, too, is a desirable ..

- 9 - . <
achievement, . . ‘

Where ideairpresented. Many of Drawing Power's messages are reported
: - A\

h N .
in both the animated and live action segments. Those that, are not are sor_x_xe-—l’11 . !

r

times presented in animation and sometimes by the ¢ast. The extent to'hhichﬂm W

-

s A

children realized that messages were presented by both the céxtoons and%the

[}

. . o
S~ cast was examined in the testing on the fifth day. 1In response to a mﬁltiple\
4 5 .

choice question about all Drawing Power ideas consiﬁeredﬁ}ogetﬂér, 83% of'™
4 -~ )

§

y the children éaid messages were presented by both cartgons and Tave,actp;s.

The remaining children were about even%y split in nominating pqdpl; ;r a4
cartoons as the major source of ideas éfee Tableij—lgz; Older c&ildren we?er

more likgly than yoﬁnzﬁr children tg feel tPaéide%s came from both sourcege=x -

"F . T 7 — ; N 3= Iy - e T T
Younger phildrenjyg{e more ligily/to feel that ideas came from the live actors.

W . I

’ -

3
¥

+

*
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Sample of New Ideas‘ReporEéd Learned fromADrahing
\ :

1

Table TI-1%"
! o>
Power

—

~Seg?ent ,

Book Reporters

Pet Peeves

he Y

s

Pnof. Rutabaga

Turkey of the Week

[
.
%

t
Wacky World

Whattaya Do .

»

Livé"Actprs.” ¢

.
.

Ideas ’ .

¥ v

good to read each book

chick grows up
\

goog to eat peas, celery, fibe

shouidn't use too much salt
v Nr—
old people can do“a lot
should think about how others feel
f -

should\keep self and room clean
should tgink before tattle

° ’

bérd can sing opera

ape can paint :

a °

what meteorologist, orthopedist,
dairy farmer do

distance of lightning by counting
"between light and thunder .

..........




45
v : & .
. Table II-15
Perceived Sour-ces of*® Ideas : ’
) ’ (Measured by Multiple Choice Item in Questionnaire) >
‘ . . 4o
,° % Children : " ’ '
- Saying Ideas - 3’1‘%& Older =~ . All
Presented By: . Girls ~ Boys Girls Boys Children
Cartoons ' 5 10 4 16 8
L . .
/ s . Live actors 10 - 19 4 0 8
N )
\ . .
~ Both 85 71 91 84 . 83
. N — «
. ) (20) (21) (23) (19 (83)
’ - -
| - - L -
- )
EY ' ‘ o
! i ’ * “ .. °
- ’ g ) il
; #
’ v
2 N »
- .
[ . 6 -~ ~—
- » - o
~v
A 5 - /\ -
r @ - .
—— - rd
- . ) F
) ‘ ) * ‘




Children's ideas abouffmessage sources in Drawing Power were .also
’ explored in the inidepth interview; with different results. In the interview, -
. ) - .
children were asked about the, source of - two specific ideas, rather t than about

o

all Drawing Power ideas considered together as in the questionnaire. The

¢

rl

two ideas were chosen by the interviewer from those reca!led by the child.

“ As 1s apparent from’Table II-16, under.this type of questioning children were

5much less likely o feel that ideas came from both the cartoons and the east: -

N

and more likely to feel they came from the cartoons. Examination of, the

specific ideas children reported as-only being presented in the cartoons R

-~ -

indicated that, indeed 83% of them were not also presented, by'%he live ,

¢

- actors. Thus the differing results from the questionnaire and interview both
* - S o
seem accurate: viewed overall, ideas in Drawing Power are likely to be .

¢

presentéd/by.both the cartoons and the actors but many ideas are not. Wheh
. .

thdse specific jdeas are discussed, as'they were in the intergdew, children
correctly perceived them to have been presented only in th\*bartoons.

Acqeptance of ideas. Regardless of. the degree to which Drawing Power's

)

prosocial ,ideas were new to children or how much they recogﬂized the sources
2 ; P

. of the,ideas, the messages could impact-children'’s attitudes or.intended

. behajﬁais. Such impact was assessed in the fecond questionnaire-and the

. sedond interview...In the questiofinaire, children were presented/with four
ﬂa‘“.’ , . ) . . .
or five possible behaviors they might reasonably perform after viewing a

Drawing Power ‘episode and asked if- they ‘would do 'each one ig the- futurel
. R # 4 €

-« The suggested behaviors were taken from each animated segment in the episode

o
3

ekceptWWacky World, one per segment., Most of the children saw an epfsode:

. ‘s - 1 :

with five such segments. °The scores of ch%lgren.who saw an episode with only
1 . . B ' - . - e ..

four were adjusted to make them comparable. Qger all children, six.types of

- N - -

‘ - 4




%Z Children
- Saying Ideas
Presented By:

Cartoons
s
Live actors

Both

(V) .

.. Table II-16

Younger

Girlé Boys

44 64
190 14
38 21

@

’ Perceived Sources of Ideas
(Measured by Open--and Closed-Ended Items in Interview)

47

Older All
Girls _ Boys * Children
-~
50 47 51’3
32 - 12 20
18 41 29
(11 (9 (36)
/ . -
‘N%“ﬁu

‘N




=< j‘”‘ .

t

*

’ // egments were tested. ‘In the interview, children were asked about their

; acceptance of two, ideas they recalled from the Drawing fower episode they
had j;st watched. The measure of acceptance depended on the idea geing
discussed: . endorsing an attitude or intending to perform a behavior.

In the questionnaire ‘measure, children reported intentions to perform

. . -~

an average of 3.3 of 5 suggested behaviors (see Table II1-17). The percentage
. R R ,/ , .
_ of children intending to perform behaviors advocated in any particular type

- . s
- of segment rapged from 41% to 92% (see Table II-18)., At least 70% of the
. . -
children intended to perform behaviggs from each type of segment except
Whattaya Do Mom and Dad, which obtained 41% acceptance. Except.for the

Whattaya Do Mom and Dad percentage, these acceptance rates compare quite well
’ / s

to those obtained in the interview. Here the acceptante rate was calculated
. -

for the first and second ideas discussed, po matter what segment .they came
from (see Table II-17). The number of children per segment type was too

o small to do otherwise. Despite the differeat methods of testing and calcu-

lating acceptance,.the obtained acceptaﬁce rates of 83% and 80% for the first

and second ideas respectively are comparable to the rates shown in Table II-18

\ X )
"t for all but the segments.on occupation. o

4

° -~
There was no difference by age or seX in the average number of behaviors

5

~§ ' children accepted in the qﬁestiqnnaire meaéure (see Table II-17). 1In the <5

interview measure there were some age and sex differences in acceptance, with

~
the percentage of children accepting ideas increasing from older boys to

younger girls to older girls to younger boys. The number o ildren is too

small and the number of different ideas too large to determine the reasons
”~ . - w .
for obtaining agé*an sex differences in actceptance rates in the interviEW}énd

"not in the questionnaire. ThHe questionnaire data make it glear that the ideas
0 L ) v

+

: YD 3




-

Table II-17

Acceptance of Behaviors Suggested in Drawing Power

Fromgguestionnairezgs

Mean number of
accepted behaviors
(of 5 given)

©)

From Interview

% children accepting
first idea given

)

% children accepting
second idea given

" (W)

Mean 7 acceptance
of two ideas

/ = -

Younger
Girls Boys
3.5 3.0
(200 (22) N
< [}
AN
78 86
(9). (7).
78 100
¢)) (7
,
78 93 .
2

) 49
4
Older All
Girls Boys Children
" 3,5 3.3 3.3
(23) (19) A84)
« 91 78 83.
an - © . (36
- 80 67 80
(10) (9 (35)
]
\85 72 82
2
B

‘ve

b




Table II-18

‘

o Prof. Kutabaga . 75+
Eat peas; eat fiber;
taste before salting i

Book Reporters s 47
Read specific books

©)) (15)
Whattaya Do ) . 54 .
Think about specific job
) ‘ (11)

’ =
v \

™ . (20) .

-

iger

% Children Accepting n o
Behavipr Suggested in: Girls’ Boxg
lPet Peeves 83 100
Care for grown pets;
"feed pet and clean
cage - -
N (12) (10)
« e AN "'
Turkey of Week - 100 69
Keep' clear; not tattle .
() o (4)  (13)
) “Super U ' .55 59
. + Think before act;
. follow rules; ask .° v
elderly for help; be in
other's shoes . .
- w . . . (11 (22)»

b ]

77

(22)

75

(12)

53

(15)

. n————

i)

100

(9)

100

(15)

91

(23) .

65

(23)

87

(15)

.44

(16)

3

Oldér ~
. Girls Boys

88

(8)

58

(12)

89

219)

84

(19)

58

(12)

14

(14)

"y

Acceptance of Behaviors Suggested in Drawing Power Segments

All

Children

92,

¥,
.

(39)

83

(54)

83

(75) -
75
(84) -.

72

(56)

41

(56) .

&
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P

froﬁ some segments are differentially acceptable to children by age and sex

(see Table II-18). Older children accepted the ideas from Superperson

University more and. those from Whatt;ya Do Mom and Dad less than did younger
children. Girls more»thaﬁ boys accepted the ideas'from Turkey of the Week.

Older girls accepted the* ideas from ?rofessor-Rgtabagavless than did older . -
boys. Inspection of the interview data does not suggest that the age and

sex differences in acceptance rates obtained there are due to differences by

age and sex in the frequency with which iéea§ from differentially acceptable

segments were as:Ed about.
3 - -

Altogether these data suggest that the messages in Drawing Power were

well accepted by children. They ‘generally believed the facts'presented,

endorsed the attitudes, and intended to perforf the behaéiorS. The only’

possible* exception to this conclusion is dcceptance of ideas from\thg Whattaya{
Do Mom and Dad segments. The items for this segment asked children if they

. would think about being an orthopedist, meteorologist, and dairy farmer. P <o

R ) ¥

Interview responses suggestkd that children scored as not accepting this idea

. ) Is o ) M )
_ responded "No" because they had made‘up their minds about future caregys. The ° .
® ' ) '
< children are obviously unrealistic, but maybe our measure of acceptance was
. too. The data on recognition of ideas (see Table II-8) showed that most

children learned about careers from this segment. Probably this is more than .

Y

' . b . .
enough impact to expect from it. - : ' . R

\ o et

. ot Who ideas are good for. The preéeding section suggests that children

IS

.
.

found brawing Power's-messages appropriate for themselves. As another way of
assessing this and to detergine how apprgpriate children felt the messages.
« were for,othér children, they weré'all asked whether they thought children s

older than, the same age as, and younger than they should see Drawing Power's

H

1

) e
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' messages. This question was asked for each of the different types of segments
in the episode children viewed just before responding to the second question-
naire. Similar questions were asked in the subséquent in-depth interview,

They focussed on the appropriateness for othéf children of two mességes

-

— children recalled from the program.

~ As shown in Table II-19, children thought the ideas in most of the

1

different t;yes of segments should be seen by their peers, older children,
and youngerfchildren, As with the similar appeal measure, children found the

greatest number of segments to be appropriate for their peers, the next

number for children younger than they were, and the smallest number for

» o -

children older than they, Older children found the messages from fewer
segment types to be worthwhile for their peers than did younger children.
As compared to older children, younger children found messages from more

segment types to be worthwhile for children older than they were, Looking

‘ - /

‘at the estimates of .the older and younger childréen in our sample aggregated
over all segments (see Table II-20- and“Figure II-3), one sees that the children

found Daning Power's messages to be most worthwhile for an audience skewed

toward the younger end of the 6-11 market,

" The interview data, pregented in Table II-21, show similar patterns.

The percentage of children féeling an idea was worthwhile for another group

of viewers was %Eegggsp for peers, intermediage fgf children younger than’

; P2 . -

# = they were, and smallest for children older than they were, When children

" felt it was worthwhile for younger children to be ekposed to Drawing Powgr's

3

,messages, it was usually because_they believed younger children did not yet
know them. When ideas were judged worthwhile for peers, it was either because

they were not known or because peers needed to be reminded of them. When ideas
were judged worth;hile for older childrem, it was almdst always because they

needed to be reminded of them (e.g., to think about others). L.

f . ‘ . ?12 . ‘x
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. . Table II-19 .
. ) s \

i
" Adjudged Appropriateness of Messages in Drawing Power Segments for Other Children '

l

N

% Children Saying These
Children Shoudd See ' Older

Y. A1l
Messages In: s Youngerx —
Zlessages n cilrls Boys cirls Boys Children
. — ,
o & - & ' & &
& g & J & &
) Q0 A& o A 0 Ay (R IS A 4 f<)
3 /¢ /5 NG //2? g/ 5] /3 /¢ /3 2§’. §/3
\ © [ & [x S [ a [~ S [ & [ =~ g [~ [* &,
. , /
Book Reporters : 60 [ 93 |47 69| 94 |81 53 |.100 |67 Ts8 {75 |75 60 |91 |67
) (15) . as as)| . |» a2 | (58)
Turkey of Week 22 | 56 |78 57100 |71 o8.| &9 poo | |33 |78 |89 | |26 [74 |87
N N (9) o) ;,/,4) (13) (9 (38)
"Whattaya Do 50 | 83 [L00 44 | 100- | 67] - |36 | 93 {86 | |36 |82 |64 40 |90 |77
| (6) (9 (14) T jan (40)
Prof.. Rutabaga ' - 40 | 87 |67 62| 94 |:69 33 | 57 |76 4 |75 |81 | 4 |76 |74
(™ (15) (16) (21) . 1(16) | (68)
R iy » ° )
Super U 60 | 87 |60 87| 75 |87 52 + 95 |86 50 |87 [75 62 |87 |78
(N) . { s | (16) 1 1) o Jae) | 1(68)
\ Wacky Horld ' 73 | 80 180 7 |62 87.|® 29 | 81 |62 50 |62 |87 s1 |78 |76
o . P §
(6)) . -t - (15) (16) (21). - 4 (28 | . |(68) \
N ' 4 . : . i bt I \
_ Pet Peeves 50 | 75 |75 {90 90 ]80 67 | 100 |89 25 |37 hoo 59 |77 |85
T (V) _ 12y | - (10) .M i (8) (39)
People ' 73 | 87 |80 . |94| 87 |87 67 |100 |81 50 |81 |9 | 71 |90 |85
(N) | - jas (16) ‘ (21) 1 . (68) | .
et . [
(= 9 ’ T
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Table II-20
) \ > B o/
. Who Drawing Power's Messages Should be Seen By $
(From Questionnaire Responses) . -
, . .
. ‘e
Mean Number of a . ’
Segments (Max=7) ‘ . . : ’. :
© Judged Worthwhile . Younger Older . All y
For: Girls Boys Girl Boys Children
Older children S I 2.9 3.2 3.0
. @c ¢ A4 )
Same age children 5.8 6.3 6.0 5.2 5.8
. . ' . ’ ’ ‘
-, Younger children 5.0. 5.6 5.5 5.8 o 555+
™ (s) (16 215 (1) Y (e8)
) . -
< i { \ ' LY -
Cl ¢ ’ " -
» ‘ ¢
- ‘ ' .
' ’ ¢ ~ « A e
¥ g .
. , & AR
- . . . ] .
¢t IR ° ) 2 ' : —.
. 7 ,
‘ f - . -
& - v ’ >’ .
- .7 . R . 4
»~ . . M - 3 -' “’ . . .-
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ST Table T1-21 B

A 4

Who Drawing Power's Messages Should Be Seen By

5/\,_'.\- . (From. Interview Résponses)
. . N . -‘ "
- ! ~ ) haad ’ L4 - ) ° \‘f
- o ! 2 ..
id - el * ‘
- 1
1] ’
3 . “r N . “
f R v ° N » N

% Children Répd}ting U
Message YO_UQEEE

y-der
A%propriate for: - - - Girls Boys- Girls _Boys

R - : ? d\/ ’ . . . .
= ' -Older children : , = 76 79 © 64 53

-
.

. . T . S
. & - 3 : ' .

p‘\ﬁame: :age children

SRR A .
: < ‘ < S .
- _ /
‘
\ .
- . - -
. .

er children . . ° 71

, = Yo . 71

[N ' i - - ' > - ‘) - . ~
3‘1' ‘ Q‘. ) . o . .
o @, 7 (M - LR AT
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Children's Suggested- Improvements

.3 ‘ .

. * .

At the end of the in-dgpth interview conducted during the last congact
JOR
with the” children,. they were asked if there was anything eIse they would *

¢

» A

1ike NBC to do .to bmprove Drawing Power and other programming for children. .

.a

Forty-one percent of the children said they had nQ.recommeﬂdations at all.

rs

As shown in Table II-22, about half the 6lder.children and the yoaqge:&girls

[}

had no recommednationS\di e all but one of the younger boés-had recommend-—
¢ . .

ations. - N g ¥ :

[]

Ok '%}dren made concrete suggestions about how to improve Drawing

c‘ . g t
Power, focussing on-making segments fewer in number and longer and inter-

. “ - i 3
Younger‘qhildren were more

'Y

jecting more humor and fun into the episodes.

.

diffuse in their suggestions. Two of the seven younger boys guggesté@ making

the program longer, Ewo'w;nted it funnier or more excitin®, and two suggested

it should produce content,which would be even more successful in infiuencing

-~
- .

peoéle'to be good. Among the yqunger girls who made recqmmendations, one .

-~

suggested that Drawing Power show more things to learn and another suggestéd
. * " - » E

Two suggested changes unrelated to Drawing Power.

that it be broadcast more.

[

One wanted more Bugs Bunny and.Scooby Doo and Flintstones; tHe other wanted

more cartoons and sitcoms and no crime.dramds or news programs.,

These data suggest two things. First, maqy—éhildren ve no suggestions

or only rather general suggestions for how to improve programming directed
to them, This paucity of ideas may'have been caused by fatigue at the end

"
. S . -

of testing, satisfactfon with Drawing.Power and children's programming as
14 ' - g Y

the?.are, or inability to imagine what improvements mighf be 1ike. It ‘seems
v ¢ ° ' J s

unlikely'thatlgenef%l satisfaction '‘with programming is responsible for the

2

. lack of concrete suggestions.
N !

.

Fatigue cdertainly is partially responsible.

»

-

‘Nt

7,4

Y




. - . Recommendations fot Improving Drawing Power and
. Programming Directed to Childrén Y .
’ . Powe —
- \ . R ) ’
Younger Girls 3 8. . None . RN
« 1. . . More things to learn ) . ‘e
N=7) 1. . . More Drawing Power v
(\\\ 1 . . More cartoons and sitcoms, no news and crime drama
: 1., . . More Bugs Bunpy, Scooby Doo, and Flintstones
. / w .
Younger Boys | + + None .
" « o Longer ’

(N=7)

A

a

e e oo

el e Rl s

Table, I1-22

)
<
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. .fMore to make people eat well, obey rules, etc,
. f More to get people to act better
1
. . o
w Older Girls 6 . . . None ' ' -
1 . .. Longer shows without ads '
v (N=11) 1. _. . More jokes and cartoons
, : 1 2N . Fumnier bat still educatdional . . Y
i 1. .. Talk about religion
- 1.... G%F parents and kids to watch together .
.’ e - - ‘
Old&:‘ BoyS 4 « « « None - \v. R /
1. .. Not asked
(N=9) 1. ... 0nly 2-3 ideas or segments per show
1.. . . Longer series, more'Wacky World., more true-to-life,
fewer Turkey of the Week -
‘1, .. More fun and more cartoons .
r, .. More Wacky World,- wacky things, and JOkeS
. C ™ . . o
. / . i "

Longer, funnier
More action and excitement
More about Gulliver and apes painting
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Also, given earlier findings that adults cannot suggest many improvements

for television other than broadcasting more of\thei: favorite %gogramming

o ~

(Steiner, 1965); it is likely that children's inability to imagine improve-
~ -

ments partially accounts for the lack of recommendations. Where children

did suggest improvements, the most common were dincreases in length,” more

&

. . “ ©
humor and fun, and more attention to and success in encouraging prosocial

. [}

attitudes and behavior. This second finding from the data may not surprise’

broadcasters. It may only reinforge the directions they ordinarily have

L)

chosen. ’ . -

Conclusions . .-

e

A e !
- \ -/
M The. results that have juSt begg presented demonstréte that Drawing Power

achieved several th1ngs. Chlldren who watchéd\\t learned facts about -

occupations, foods, and boqks; learned or were reminded gabout good personal

.

habits and how to get along with others; and were encouraged to incorporate

sych information, attitudes and actions into theit pwn lives. ,Children 1iked

O . - .
the ‘series and did not find it overly didactic, exhortative, or segmented.

, ~ .
- -

Drawing Power. exposed children to many ideas that adults judge beneficial for

them., Chdldren believed that the majority*df these ideas were not new to

.them but nonetheless thought they %ere worth seeing. They also felt, it was
\1 . R i « e

. . s N S . o
" worthwhile fér other chiildren to E&“expose& to these ~ideas. -

L

.

Y Children were able-to recognize ideas they had seen im Drawing Power when

o - .
such ideas were described t0'%hem, and all of, them could recall .something they
* . . * @< 4 - T 4 »
had seen ‘in previous episodes of the series. , As the time between viewing -

.

Drawing Power and discussing its-content increased there were changes in -2

what children recalled about it. WhEn they were tested right after viewing,

/ i [GFAY

-

.
4

1

.-




they were likely to remember the main points of most animated segments, to
say little about the live characte:s, and to give few simple descriptions of
characters, séttings, and actions. When qhey were tested“;wo or more days
aften’viewing, they récalled fewer main points of fewer animated segments,

much more about the live characters, and many more specifiés about the.

characters, settings, and actions. These differences suggest that over the
3

long run it is easier for young children to remember simple desc;iptive

.
¢

characteristics of television programming and harder to remember a main

point, message, or moral. Thus, a programmer who wishes to convey a moral

needs to make the point in several ways and to demonstrate it in the actiofs~

and dialogue of the characters. The programmer should also be aware that

live actors may be more potent than animation for conveying messages wh1ch

. [ L

children will recall over the long term.

-

No natter how Drawing Power's ideas were presented, children generally

believed thex'WOuld'follow:np on or act in accordance with them. ' They )

,’ i

indicated they intended fo care for pets, think of others, respect the

».,r
.

abilities of older. people, and so on. Acceptance was greatest for those

ideas which are“most widely valued in our society. Acceptance was less for

*

those ideas for which more’ individual choice is common. For instance, the

“' .

proportions of childv@n agreeing to read a particular book eat a p tichar

. food, 8¢ think ahout holdings a~particular JOb were generally less than the

S" ;,I"‘ &
propqrtions of children agreeing to have good personal habits, to care for
P *
pets, and tq take q}hers into aécount., /This difference in acéeptance rates

. LM h

‘\. . .

is not remarkable. Ragher it "is.somet ing to be aware of in deciding how well

12 . -

- ga

-4
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a
]

Turning from impact, where Drawing Power did rather well, to appéal,

bne finds that it did not achieve as much as one would hope, Children
1

certainly liked the series. When they were asked to rate it on its own,

nearly all said thep liked it very much, However, its apparent appeal did
not hold up well when children had to choose between viewing it and Qiewing

another prosocigl series. Drawing Power held up even less well when compared

with a nonprosocial series. Nor did children believe that children younger®

and older than they were would all.like it. Children older than those we , vala

tested were judged especially less likely to find the series appealing. All ,
— -

‘

theser findings suggest that in and of itself the series was raasonably
attractive to children, or at least it was not unattractive to them. It was.

not, however, consistently mére attractive “than other programming which is-.

also broadcast on Saturday morning. . i

. The reasons for Drawiné Power's moderate appeal to children are unclear.

Although many have speculdted that children simply do not enjoy being "taught" -
' . ~

or "preﬁfhed to" -in children's programming, this opinion’ was not voiced by

any of the wide range of children who participated in the presept evaluation.

They would not even agree the series was too preachy or heavy—handéd when
researchers suggested that it was. On the other hand, some children did suggest
that the series could be impro%ed by adding more humor or making the series !

even "wackier." Thus,~it is possible tha£ Drawing Power, which did not opt

for a strong dramatic appréacp, would benefit from including more humor in

. s . -

order to be attr;Stive to children. ., L . t

/

In*designing Drawing Poyer, programmers chose a segmented format with

six animﬁged elements surrounded by live actio Such a magazine-format - s

- -

provides the programmé} with moré opportunities for variety and change and’
- B ot - -‘_' '
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> ' ~

mére chances to re-use segméhts that work especially well, On the other hand,

this approach seems to be less appealing to older children who are most likely ’

tobe viewing at the hour Drawing Power was broadcast., A magazine format may

-

also not be especially condiucive to conveying well certain ideas about social
i - - i

behavior., This evaluation provided no evidence that children found Drawing
y .
Power to be overly segmented. They clearly did not want the series to be

further segmented, but they were not strongly in favor of less segmentation.
tl-

. This finding shouldlbe treated as tentative, because the evaluation may .
. . not have explored children's preferencés well enough. There were only a few,

questions which addressed this issue, and several of them did not presept
children with concréte options for presocial prograhmihg which was less

Y

- _
segmented or not at all segmented, Future research might focus on this .

issue, as there arg.other indications that children, would prefer a dramatie

. . l T
story line to a magazine format. These indications include increased vigwing

. of plotted programming durfhg the élementary school years, the continued
: popularity of Fat Albert, formative research for Freestyle which showed that
"fourth to sixth graders markedly preferred a half-hour dramatic series to

a magazine format (Williams, LaRose, Smith, Frost, &iEastman; 1977), and

v

.children's gfééter preference for those Drawing .Power segments which were .

longer and plotted over thos€ which were shorter and less plotted (e.g., o

L4
B .

greater preference for Supérperson University and Whattaya Do than for Professor

hd L3

-
¢ +

- Rutiabaga and Wagcky Wworld)., . //,‘

. The choice of a magazine format versus a longer plotted piece looms as

Vo . ) -
an even larger issue when one considers the-relative appeal of these two
" formats for younger and older children. In general, it is younger children who
> - ) ¢
are more likely to find the magazine format appealing. This corresponds with’

» - - . ..
-

e O . -
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\ .
the finding that- Drawing Power was more appealing to the younger children in

.

our sample. .It was also judged by all children tested to be moreggppealing

to younger than older children,‘and to have ideas which were more worthwhile
¢ . >

for younger than older children. Furthermore, the series and its live
characters were least appealing to old?r boys, whose negativity cannot be
dismissed as simply a less positive attitﬁde'to all the items in the_question-
nairés. .
: -

These findings suggest that Drawing Power appealed most to the younger
A\

" end of the 6-11,year old market.‘ There is certainly nothing the matter. with

.this. It is only problematic when the series is broadcast, as it was, late,

.

in the horning.when-a higher proportion of oldergghildren, ado&escents, and 4

adults is in the audience and just before Jonny Quest, which should bé most

33
o~ .~

attractive to older Jboys -— the very group that found Drawing Power least .

attractive.
The discussion so far has focussed on Drawing Power as a series rather

than the particular types of content which comprised it or the chdnges which -
v . ’ ~ a N . .

- ~ . ~ -

. may have occurred in it over -the course of* production, The view has been

» .
o . x .

molar. It will now become molecular. Hopefully, this more microscopic view
will-provide further understanding of Drawing Poﬁer's achievement.

One question a programmer may raise is whether some types of, .content in
Y4 -

Drawing Power are generally better than others - Bgé?gz gﬁgning more appealing
,r»w .

and more 1mpactful. To explore this issue, each type of dantent»in Drawing

Power was rated on a three—point scale for each of seVeral dependent measures_
> jf .'a-‘ e
used in the evaluation. The rating was done- informally by the Senior ihves—

-

tigator. ~ The three research assistants concurred, with'it.. The results are‘

shodngin Table TI-23. They show that Superperson Univérsit& is the one ty%e
.« " - / .

» 4
. - -
.

s . . ‘ -2

{
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Super U
‘Peoplé

;Pet Peeves
Turkey of &eek
Whattgya Do 7

\ Book Reporters ,

. -

, Wééky World

Prof. Rutabaga

4

(

Table II-23

Investigator's Ratings of Drawing Power's
Performance by Segments
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of content which stands out from the others as a model to follow. 1In
comparison to other segments, Superperson University was especially appealing,

well recalled by the childrén, and accepted by them. ‘Its ideas were in the

-

,.Egﬁd;e range of adjudged worth for other viewers., The only area in which it

failed to achieve a superior or moderate rating was in'recognitidg)of its

messages. Obviously this ought to be improved, but is not a major failing
. 3 . hd

since its content and messages were at least well recalled(by the children.

At the opposite end of overall performance are the Professor Rutabaga
and Wacky World segments, These received moderate or inferior ratings in -all A‘.
areas of appeal, Lessage recognition, message recall, message acceptance, and
adjudged value for,other children. The reqaining types of content received

more mixed ratings, with'those for the live actors probably the next most

L4

' favorable aftex those ‘for Superperson Un1versity. :}' . i;

..‘2‘.’ N -

Just as different types of content may produce different results with

’
-

viewers, so may content produced at different times during thé season. Thi$

. ’4“1 . ; : - . .
possibility was examiﬁea, at the request of NBE, for three Professor Rutabaga
segments. NBC's Qeeling was that those segments produced first lacked certain

)

qualities of enthusiasm and salesmanship displayed in segments produced'later.

\ . K L '
A partial test of this was made by.comparing the gegment about celery, produced

later in the season, to those about pees and fiber, produced earlier. As shown
- . s

LI

in Table II-24, NBC's hunch was probably right. As compared to the segments

about peas and q?ber the one about celery was liked better, recognized by

-

nore chiidren, and accepted by more of .them.s These findings suggest thag a

¢

r

series may change for the better o&er the productior& petiod as programmers
become more adept at implementing their concepts. T v )

s b , /
All findings of the Drawing Power evaluation are derived from the self-

reports of children whose sole or primary exposure to the series tended to be

> - - 4
. "
’




Jable II-24
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¢
’

Analysis of Children's Responses to Three Professor Rutabaga Segments .
Produced at Different Times-

Children's Mean
Liking Score

()

1

% Children Recognize ”

Message

Z Children Accept
Message ‘

oy - 9,

5

<

*

‘Prodiiced Earlier

7..

Produced Later.

Peas Fiber ) Célerz N
2.4 ° 2.3 ’ 2.7
ra . - i
(28) | (10) . (19) ’
. . Rating Scale
° 1 = Don't Like
‘ ( e . 2 = Not Sure
: , = Like ’
79 82.° 100
68 .- 55 ’ 89 -
(28) (11\> A (19) °
- ¢ ) Eaad .
‘l..
. .
A
) - - R
id 3
v -7 -2 .
N &7 M
'.i!.".,'
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in the viewing situations for this research project during their‘aftgrschool
care programs. These factors produce some limitations on the data. Self- .

.report data may be inaccurate because it is easier to bias answers to questions
& ?

than to bias actual behavior, because one is sometimes unaware of one's actual

feelings, knowledge, or behaviog, or because on® is not always able to

describe these well. Also, the viewing situation, while largely voluntary'and

c’relaxezj, was prdbably more obligatory and restrained than Sat&%day mprning )

viewing would. be.. Also, viewiﬁg was a group situation rather than with family

-

or alone. Finally, although maﬁy of the children watched television during the
afterschool program, the evaluation viewing situation was unusual and therefore

more notable than would be any home viewihg of the’series. Although we cannot

be Certaiﬂhabout the effects of these factors on the obtained data, we can:

04

¢

-guess that they would® increase the appérent appeal of ‘the series and increase

. \ . . ..
learning or remembering of its content. It seems likely that they would also

increase reported acceptance of Drawing Power ideas, but this is less certain
\ . \
than the two other possible effects. . -é

While the results of the evaluation may be colored Eomewhét by the

-~ <

.

reliance on-self-report-measuxes and .center viewing, there are other factors
. > ¥
I (3 N [ 4 L 3

which strengthen the data., One is that children were exposed to several ,
episodes of thwip%};owef in reasonably-relaxed viewing situations prior to '

testing. A second is that children were tested about both the series overall
. ' - d _

and oné particular episode in it. " A third is that the episode tested varied =~ K

-

over fouyr possible episodes. ' A fourth s thét children's opinioens were
w o . ' ™ , .

.assessed ipdividually rather than in groups. A fifth is that information was

_obtaiﬁed'from éh;ldren.via both qﬁes;ionnaiies and ingerﬁiews; A sixth is, = .

-

that several afterachool care programs participated. And a seventh is'that_

“ ~

- » . L.

S= .-
e

. SONE .
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teveral experimenters participated.. Altogether, these factors make one more e

<t 4

confident that findings which are consistent across children measurement

N

£

<o

*

»

techniques, afterscheol=programs, exéerimente s, and references to the

series’or to an individual episode are likely to be. accurate.

e e e o e et i e S v e =

‘

,Fhey are

i

unlikely to“have been determined by the characteristics of ch#ldren in a

I

particular setting, of particular expeklmenters, of particular group~dynamics,

¥

of a particular episode of the series, or,of a particular’method,oﬁ questioning2

B}

-

@Beartng in mind these a§pects of the evaluation process, certain

‘conclusions seem warranted.

\

-*
for children.

could understand and remember. 4

to e in the future.

N

and the success of segments probably changed over

the season as changes were
' »
series is most appropriate. ’ .

made in the way they were produced.
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“for the younger part of the 6z11 audience.

4

Finally, the

L
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fe

!

1%

.

. g‘ v
Drawing Power was a ‘moderately attractive series

It succeeded in presenting worthwhile content in %ays children

Many of its ideas were ones children intenﬁ%d, C.

-

Some of its segments were more Sucgessful than others,

-

o
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The Play Alongs are drop—ins to the FlintstonesQCpmedp Show which were

s v, i) Y e -

developed t Courage viewer participation on Saturday mornlng. They feature N

awn s
‘e 00 R % .
many of the Flintstones charactens, as well as‘a few chax&ﬁters qgeated T . }
. ‘o a' -I' ,‘ai- . @
especially for the.Play Alongs. Therg ar§ eight dlf@enent types. One was - -

K < el : .

designed to expose children to classical.music. Five’encourageAchirdren to .
‘s :f M .t € e - ° Y
participate w1th actlvities onpthe screen: By danting“guessipg riddlesé -

11 ~ . [ »o
.

‘guess1ng shorter words spelled with the letters from longer words, identzfying ) o

4 “‘: ‘°e k&'
famous personalities from their scrambled faces, and penforming phys1cal ¥ > )
c&‘ - v LR

fitness, exercises., 6 None of these require childrensto have any materials ::°,

' .
.. . . . , »

nearby}ﬁn order to participate. + The remaining two Play Alongs alsoﬁencooraée‘ .
participation from children .but tney require access to yarlous maberlals. .

One shows. how to draw various things, and the dther how,to make simplé: toys,.’
musical instruments, and\household objectsy Each drOp-in.is two min;tes or 6\ 1

N . ' ‘\ ) - N . .\{;
. .

4

less in~length - . .
. In an ordinary episgde of the,Flintstones Comedy Show ‘there are eleven\\\\-

Play Along inserts. There are t&:ee Riddl&s, one each of Faces, Words, Draw,
Dance, Fitness, and Symphony, and one How To broadcast in two parts. These -
o . , “

inserts are interspersed among the regular cartoons, commercials, other drop- f\\\ I

.

.ins, and publie service announcements that make up the Flintstones Comedy Show { .

~

‘whieh airs this season from 8:00 to 9:30 A,M. Saturdays. The early morning “a

.
\ - -

[y

broadcast hour means that the audience is composed of’pfoportionally more - .
younger qhildren than it will be at a later hour-in the morning. ’ \
Th:;major goal -of the Play Alongs was 'to encourage chilgren's\active g
participation in an?otherwise‘apparentl% passive viewing experience.f To th}s . E
end programmers soughtggmdyities which would- be interesting to the early

- . » -
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elementary school age thild and which could be

done in the home as they are

-

Eroadcast on'teleyision. They also sought, as a secbndary goal,_activities

which-childreﬁ might perform after viewing or which mights stimulate‘similar

\ ——

"“ﬁost-v1eyiﬁé£activiti

: v -
might be and abo%t‘hﬁ o present them so that children would, actually
r] R S . . .
participate in them. Amodg'thé?problems anticipated for the Play Alongs,.

{ = ‘ |
o f}‘here was some question about "Wh.? such ectivities

- the two most common w%éé that they would go too fast for children to participate
) easily and that they would require materials to dggeh‘childrenndid not have
e ol

] ¢ ié - o .

As one would anticipate, giwen that the Play Alongs do not confine them-

L

easy and immediate a_peS%
W . r
selves to pure entertainment, there was also cqncern that they would not be

In particular, some worried that the Play Alongs might

s . . 3

appealing to children.

1

cause children who, would otherwise be confirmed Flintstones Comedy Show

v

viewers to switch to anotherhchannel; At the least there was fear that children

might become inattentive to the television ﬁmile they'Play Alongs were being

broadcast.

The evaluation of thé Play Alongs' was designed to address these issues .
\

of appeal and impact. | The strong ‘interest in the Play Alongs' appeal and in

children's participation with them led to three important methodological

choices. The first was that only children;who had viewed several é&pisodes of

-

the Flintstones Comedy Shbw this season would participate.

This choice was
made in the belief that participation should only reasonably be expected “from

children familiar with Jhe Play Alongs. The«second choice was te actually

Lo

observe children's behavior while viewing rather tha&'simply asking them or
gﬁhersuabout this behavior. This seemed the most certain method for obtai ing

reasonable assLssments of how much children enjoyed watching the Play Alongs

and whéther they actu%lly participated in them. In additibn to collecting °

- ¢
P ~

. '
/ . ,
2




, were completed by children and by those who observed them. The third choice was

( . -

" these observational measures, questionnaires about appeal and participation

to carry out these activities in the child's home and to" have them dohe‘by a

parent or other .responsible family member. Thi

the child in a familiar viewing si@uation and to remd

¥ R / . a
bution of strangers or a strange environment te the child's behaviors. A more

complete description of how these three choices were operationalized and of all

evaluation methods is presented in the next section, The results and conclusions
e Y v > - <
. )
are presented in subsequent sections.

°
.

Method
N «
. \ .
Participants .

> !

[ £
Data for the evaluation of the Play Alongs were provided by ?3 children

(see Table I1I-1) and 76 family ohservers (seé Table III-2). The age range

-

for the sample of‘childreq was from 5 to 12 years, with a mean age of 8.6 years.

The sampie was about evenly divided by séx, with 41 boys and 45 girls. Based
ori the eth?icities’df the school populations from which the sample was drawnm,
the sample is assumed to have been ethnically mixed. However, since data on

ethnicity were not collected and since the researclters never met most partici-

° ~
s

pating children or parents, the ethnic comLosition of the sample cannot be

.conclusively determined. /
; . S /
Families were primarili‘recruited“from three elementary schools, two public
and one private, in metropolitan Los Angeles. : Nine bercent of the sample was

recruited fram other miscellaneous sources, usua%iy through acquaintances of /

the research?rs. All three participating schools are ethnically mixed. Two

are attended by children -of primariliﬂmiddle'élass families and one is

attended by children of predominantly lower middle class families.‘w

. . e
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Basic Sample

+

Mean age in years @
Age range in years

(N) :

Soufceé of Families

Scﬁool1
Schqol2 l

School3

Other sources %

-

; - -

Number'of Activity Sheets per Child

. I
Table III-1 ’
» Play Alomgs Sample
f
Youngér Older
" Girls  Boys Girls  Boys
: .
6.9 7.T 9,7 10.4
8 5-8 9-11 9-12
(24) (18) (21) (23)
AN
N
6. ¢3 6 . 2
AV
¢ 12t 6 14 . 11
3 7 1 7
3 ) 0 3
- .
18 16 16 . 20
6 - 2 5 3
N
°
/
.
* "N i
¢ v .

727

All
Children

- 806“
5«12

\

(86)

17
43

18

70
s, 16
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Family Participants Conducting

)° Observation and Child Questionnaire

% Mothers

(N) ' o~ -
L
. % Fathers - . i
) (™) ) .
N

% Byothegfs or sistérs
() -

% Both mothers and fathers
(N) .

g

Family Participants Utilized

for Observer Questionnaire
T )

% Mothers ' oA
“(N) .

/ T,
% Fathers
(M)

) % Brothers or sisters

(N) s

% Both mothers and fathers¥

/ < (W) K ! .

k2
<
Table.fII-Zf

Younger
Girls Boxé
~N
88 ' 83
(21) @15) »
" - Z
b 8 11
T (2) (2)
] 0 6
) (1)
4 0
(1) (0)
,' [ 4
89 82
. (16) «(14)
6 . 12
(1) (2)
A
0 6
(0) (1)
6 - 3 0o -
(n (0).
" »
J

Family Observers Samplé for

oS

& +*
73
’ > .
- -
Play Alongs -
o 't
1der™
SL_E% ; All
Girls " Boys Childtren
. . ]
[} : - .
81 74 - 81
a7 an e
' 10 9 9
(2) (2) (8)
5 13 - . 6
. ) Gw - (5)
. 5 i 3
1 (1) RS
-’ @ ‘ -~
, 80 74 81
(15) 7 (14) (59)
11 11 . 10 "
(2) (2) (7)
0 ’
5 11 5.
SN ¢ 2 7.
5 5, S
- a . ) 3 .
. ‘ * -
v W
/ - £
o i f e * (et
. - . . '
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Age and ‘sex differences in appeal and impact, including participation in
. - i ) .

the Play Alongs, were exapined by dividing ‘the sample‘into groups of younger~

. and older boys and girls. The age’sﬁlit for younger and older children was

5-8 years and 9-12 years. Table III-1 shows that the division yielded about *

20 children in each age by sex group.

Based on-the sources from which these
, .

" in the sample (see Table III- 2)

children were drawn, »the age by sex grouos shouid be reasonably equivaient in

their ethnic and soeial*giass mix. . .
) N H

»
L

*

The,sampie of*family observers wasiqomposed almost exclusivelyﬂof parents

-

(or parent surrogates such as girl friends and step-parents) of the children

r

A\ -

Of the 76 family observers, 72 or 95% of them.

°

were 'parents or parent surrogates. The remain‘ing four observers were teenage
. . . ' :

brothers and sisters of the children. The total number of family observers (76)

is less.than the total number of participafing children (86)

s because some

’ . t <«

people had two particinating children in their family and one even had three. .
"//f* & -WHen this occurred observations and questionnaires for both children were
. Lol ¢ . . ,

included in the data, This means that in‘descriBing who completed the obser-

.vations 6f the childrep and adminjstered questionnaires to them some observers

£ « 2
. b4
R will -be’ counted twice and bne counted thrice -- once for esch\participating

child. Under these Eircumstancés} Table III-2 shows that fathers completed

-

, ,about 9% of the'oBservations and child questionnaires, motnerS'completed about,

- s f L)

81%, siblings completed b%, and 'the remaining 3% were completed by mothers
: and fathers together. Older boys were more likely to have their data collected
- o
by siblings and less likely to haye it done by mothers than were other children.

’

As will bBe explained in the sectior on procedures, each family observer

’
- . [N -

“also completed a questionnaire himsel

» 4

r ‘herself, F&r these data we did not

allow one observer more than once fo contribute data about his or her opinions. '\\




_‘instance) was droppeasso as to provide roughly equal numbers of observers across,

]

75
- ’ ) R v’

Instead one.questionnaire from each observer (or two questionnaires in one

. Yoo - -

the age and sex groups. This was done after an inspectién of data from those

’ - »
\

observers who filled out more than one obsetver questionnaire, Since responses

on the questionnaires were virtually identical, each observer's questionpaire
N 7 Q -

. responses were only tallied once. , The only exception to this is responses about

- Id -

children's viewing patterns and Play Along actiwities at times other than viewing.
|

Reasoning that the observer answered these items for each chijd individually,

data fof both (or all three) children were retained. ’ ‘ .

id B

Table III-2 shows the distribution of.observers when data from onL of two

»
~

or three participating children are removed. It is apparent that all of the ,

observers of two or three children were mothers except for one father aid- one
2 ’ - LI

- 2

sibling. ' The distribution of t§pes of observers across age by sex groups and

.overall remains quité similar -to that in the first part of the table for all N
. Ve 4

observations'aﬁd questionnaires coﬁpieted.\ It is also still.true that Qldér

boys were less 1ikq{y tthan other children to 'have their mothgrs as a family + -

2 -

observer and more likely to have an older sibljing as observer. . . .
Procedures . ©
g o ¢

Fd

The major steps in obtaining data for the evaluation of the Play Alongs * -
’

were recruiting participamts) instructing participants in data gathering‘

techniques, having participants gather the data, céllectiﬁg the data, and
expressing appreciation to participants. These steps wi}l *be- explained in
) ¢ .

-

what follows, . ) . <, /
Mos{:participants were recruited sthrough three elementary schodls. Two . N

- ) . ? / <.

, schools were also par&icipatihg in the evaluation of Drawing Power. All the

schools were identified through personal contacts of the researchers, but none
& . - L’\\ M -

*3 re
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were piaces where researchers had previously worked. FEach school administrator

~ / ', :
contacted readily agreed to allow recruitdent of participants through the

K3

school. AdminisgraQOrs were offered the choice of monetary gift for the

school (equivalent to ten times the number of participating families.from the .

_ school) as an incentive for partidipatﬁon by the families or a monetary

'incedtiye to each family. All chose the latter, although one school.perﬁitted

/ - .

parents to designate their incentive fQ;itbe school, and some parents did that,

-

X

A\ N f R -
As with the Drawing Pewer evaluation, it.does not seem that the monetary

» ,
incentive was primarily responsible for families' participation in the .project.

T i

Letters describing 'the project and informed consent slips were"sent home

-

from schools with the children, and a more complete description of the projeét
"N
was left in the -administrator's office (see Appendix G). At two schools,

-

. school personnel handled this entire process. At the other, a research .
N + \ .. R »

.

assistant (CD) also returned to the classrooms to encourage participation in

- * * - K

the projéct. Only those parents who returned a signed parent consent form

were contacted with further instructions for participating, in the project.
r : .
‘One researcher had primary responsibility for each of the participating

<

schools (CD, DK, and PK). She or he made the initial contact with the school
» . .

adminhstrator, supervised the distribution of letters, collected consent forms,

. . -

organized training sessions for family observers, supervised later ‘training
,sessions conducted by telephone, and distributed and collected pacths containing
instructions and measurement instruments. At the first two schools contacted

’ : .
(those of CD and PK), two one-hour observer training sessions were conducted.

LS
These ‘attracted a small percentage of the parents who had returned signed
consent forms. After several telephone calls confirmed that those not in i
attendaq;e were stili‘interesged in participating in the project, alternative
v . -
R training proEedpres were instituted in all three schobls., Packets containing
bV . . R
. - , n
- ﬁ- . 1
o :

8 Qﬂ
Wt
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' detailed instructions and all measuring instruments were sent home with each

»
¢

child who had®returned a signed consent form (see Appendix H for.cover letter).
) . ' ‘ o ) ‘
Several days later and just before the weékend, each parent was contacted by
2 . \

' telephone. If the paren% had not read the mat%rials, a time for a return call R
/S - e “
. ' was established. If the parent had read- them, all questions were answered '

: ) and pointers were given about the most importart parts of the procedu;eé. e
e . oc- 0‘4’
This procedures met, we believe, with a geod deal of suctess. Subject loss was
: ~

¢ v 1
minimal. Parentseasked-questions when we called,’'the questions could be . .

satisfactorily answered by telephone,’ and the questioﬁs reflected careful

.

reading of the instructions and instruments.' Returned observation sheets and

-

- i v
questionnaires showed that parents and siblings by and\large had no trouble
-
) ‘ 1 3 : ’ ’ ‘.‘
. Participants who were regipited through personal networks were contacted

by telephéne'or in a personal meeting, The project was explafned and partici-
pét;on was requested. For-those parents who agreed, a packet of instructions

and instruments was delivered to thé homé énd éxplained either at that time
. » - ’
. o

or later by telephone.
. L

- Each participating family carried out several aetivities in its home once

, training was completed. Firgt, the Fliqtstones’Comedy'Show was vieyed by the

> ‘-

participating child on either.one br two consecutive Safufday’morninés. The
’ . ‘ ] - ' . -
child's activities during this period were observed and recorded by the famijly "

» ¢

observer. The family observer mas;iqftructed'to tutn on the television set .

: ‘v ) ,
or to.switch the channel to the Fljntstones Comedy Show just™as it began. If

, . . Al -

necessary, the child was encouraged, to watéhlgbout the firsq'five minutes of (

¢ » > -

the series. After ‘that the child was free to change the channél; leave the rqém,

1)

' . ')‘ P
or otherwise not attend to the program, The child was also free, should any of

s .

.
| 0

< »

: . . ¢ 1yt . ) n '

Q . . o )
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- After all packets were

[ N
i . .

these things occur, to répurn to viewing the Flintstones Comedy Show. For ,

1y
-

\ « L
this reason, family observers were requested to remain ready to resume

. Observing should the child resume V¥ewing the pfogram. : . \
. i .
v ~The original plan was.}o have all children watch the Flintstones Comedy

Show on two Consecutive Saturday mornings. As shown in Table III-1, 19% of '
! . . . t Al
| the children in the sample did watch two episodes of the Flintstones. The rest

3

of the‘children watched only one, This was because there was moré subject "loss

when, two observations were requested and there was insufficient time both to

L . A

i . N A Y
dollect two weeks of observations and to presenﬁ NBC with preliminary results N

. |
~ : ' !

on the schedule agreed to. ' : .
' Once the only or last obsérvation had been completed, the.fam{}y observer - .
P _'5:., N
T -

immediately radminis ted a questionnaire to the child. It took about 15 minutes °
\ ’ ‘g
L x R

to administer.  When it was done, the observer completed a questionnaire himself

°
3

or herself. This took about 10 minutes to cbmpletg. ) TN

»*

. -
5 After children viewed the Flintstones and family, Qbservers collected all

- :

. é o, .
data, parents were expected to return all completed finstruments to the school

-

with their child. Packets were collected by classroom teachers. Those few,
. : N . \
parenis wha neglected to follow this procedure were either contacted and,

reminded to send the instruments to school or wefé\viéited by a researcher who
' . ’ -
'collecEed them on the spot. Families recruited through interpersonél networks {
[ : . .o -
returned their packets to ’the researcher who recruited them.

>

! ' "0

o

collected;‘fmiilies.Were sent thank-you letters T

. -«
s, '

and ‘checks for the monetary incentive which they had been offered. .}arent§=f N

¥
H

were also told that a sumhary of the résults would be_available'in their, ° .
. . o’ : . i
school office after the figal .reportqwas submitted to NBC. .
N . ) ) . ' N ° kY

® . . . ‘

'S
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*Stimuli™ . . . ‘. .

§ Co
‘ Stimuli consisted of the eleven Play Along inserts and all other material -

broadcast ddring the Flintstnes Comedy Show. Since different children viewed’
the series on different Saturday mornings, several instances of each of the

different Play Alongs are inclhded in the evaluation. Ih partdcular, at least

»spme children in the sample viewed on each of the following Saturday mornivigs:
February 7, 14, and’ 21, and March 7, 14, and 21: This means that the evaluation -
.« . - " \ A N

results for any particular type of Play Along, say Draw, rgflECt the pergormance-

hd N ) » . o I - .
- of"six separate Draw segments rather thaniyjust one or two, say drawing Fred,
e J < )

’ » -
.

e s Ly

" Instruments ° - ) - ¥

s N . ’ “
3 &

Measurement instruments consisted of one observation form and two question=*
4 R .
L naires. The observation form was used by all family observers: to record the.

activities of the children while they watched the Flintstones Comedy Show.
‘8, LS

One questionnalre was administered by the family observer to the ch11d when

o
[

‘s/he had,finished viewing the'?iintstones. The other questionnaire was compléted -

. ) . .

. - by the o%server after all other activities were finished.

S\
- o o - '

The observation form or Activity Sheet, as it was “titled, provided space

lo

for the family obseyver to record the child's activities during each program -

. -elément and program content actually being broadcast as the child performed
0

his or her-activities (see Appendix I). The form was, ‘ten pages 1ong and 1isted
sequentially all program elements by title and by the approximate time each’ should
; occur, Program elements were broken' down into’ specific cartoons (e.g., Dino

.and Cavemouse), the Play Alongs (e.g., Scrambled Faces), commercials,.gtation

4
£

-
-

Breaks, pnblic service annOuncementsf-Ask'NBC News, and Time Out. Familyn
-observers were Instructed o enter the child's activities in the space <
provided adjacent to the description of the program element during which the

. ;‘1 J_U') e © . v

S
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. A - !/‘ .
activities occurred and to be as aotcrete, explicit, and poninferential as,

: pefsible in their descriptions. Observers were all provided withaescriptions

i
[3

4 . of the types of program elements they would encounter and of likely activities

“ 0}

by the children, as well as a sample observation sheet with the first page,

; completed, .
. ~ ) “
. , The Child Questionnaire and Interview consisted of a series of primarily
F) , " - .. T .
- close-~ended questions designed to tap children's learning from and liking of
. ) - N

- ' > * ——

the Play.Alongs (see Appendix J). The heart of the questiéngaire %as a series .
of ten questions asking about each of the eight types of Play Alongs children

-

'ébuld recall viewing. Issues addressed in thesé items -- besides recognition
. . - : - 9

- ‘ % 1
of ~the type of Play Along, recall of messages, and 1ik;ng -~ included whether
© * the'Pla Alongs gave children ideds for similar activities to be done when not,

;o \ ' ’
viewing and how well paced they were. Additional questions about availability

+ of materials for parqicipafing in the Draw and How To Play Alongs were asked

<

s 'for these segments."At the begZnning and end of the questionnaire, children |

" were also asked about their liking of the Flintgtones Comed§ Show and the
commercials included in it. Finally, they were askKed which parts of the
s s : x

5

Flintstoneé -~ ads, cartoons, or Play Alongs -- they-liked best and second’

’

best. When, all these questions were bompleﬁediehildren weére asked two -

b —

questions about the How to Watch TV drop-ins. ‘These questioﬁ% and the f&n@%pgs

b "from them 'are described in Section'IV.‘ ) . : ’ . ';’ .
[ .

The Observer-Questionnaire was a ré}atiuely short instrumert made ﬁp

almost entirely of closeiénded qusstions (see. Appendix K). In it, observers
' 3 M . -~ .
were asked to report their child's viewing frequency fot the Flintstones on”

KNBC and on an independent station in the Los Angeles area. Observers “were
. + . @ - . '

i ) also asked to, report the child's interest in Play Along activities expressed

~

.
-




at times other than while view1ng tﬁe series. Additional ewvaluative judgments'

were then.;equested “about the desirability of various types of programming, the .
»

characteristics of the Play’Alongaa and the ways in which the Elay Alongs

S

could be ﬁmprozsd. F1nally, the observers were invited to append any comments

. .

they wished abéut any of the programming being evalqated or about the research
¢ - - >

project itself,

Data Reduction N <

_exemplars of* them were developed. ‘Th¥ee types’of variables were developedf

Little or no reduction was done to the data {rom th;)qﬁestionnaires.
Responaes we&q transfonmed into npmerical scores, liats, or percentages of ’
. , . ) . ] \ .
;espondents and wi{i be presented as sGch in the‘iesnlts section.é'The obser-‘? .
vation form, however; required considerable thme\and effort to reduce its data

~

to‘usable forms. Reduction was-done so a§ to proyide aata pertinent to three

issues: how and to yhat*extent chiidren's attention to the Play Alangs and © ’
"

all othez parts of tne Flintstones change? during’thelbroadcast, how often and .

during ﬁ?at sgémengg'phfid;en.éyitched ;hannels, and how then and {n what ways

chiliren responded to and partiéibated~in the Play Alongs.

" After pe;ussl of bnﬁpletgﬁ‘Activity“Sheets and consideration of the issues

being addressed by the evaluation, definitionps of pentinent vatiables and

s 14

.

changing the ghangfl,‘changing attention, and'reéponding'to‘ang éarticipating
in the Play Alongs, Changépg the channel had three possible values: not thanging

the channel, switching the channel to KNBCZ.or switching the channel &way from
N TE.
KNBC, Cn§nging atténtion had fQur possible values: shifting attention to the

s &
-

. ﬁrogrammtng, switching attention away from the programming, watching the entir®

3

t{me, or not watching thé'entire tbme; Responding and participat}ng had four

2
- .

o

- ; i <,

¥
» ”
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1

. Y ,‘)
> AN A

‘possible.values: no response, making a negativé evaluative response, making

[y - 7 >

a‘positive evaluative response,'and participating. The' entire coding system,

-~

including complete definitions for and examples, of variables and their valués,

-
.

- . .
is fully. described in Appendix L. r g . ‘

Coding of responding and participéting was‘done.for each Play Along insgrt'

only.\ A child received only one Sf the four possible scores for each Play Along
‘.~ . o ' N
insert. When more than one score could be given, the one chosen was highest
in the hierarchy of, in descending order, (1) .participation, (2) positive. g
"y s, .

response, (3) negative response, and (4) no response.. For Riddles, ‘where three

-

were broadcast each Saturday, for -How To which came in two parts, and fof~ .

children who viewed two Saturday mornings, children's'scores were combined to - e

[}
?

yield.one score per type of Play Along. The Same hierarchy of -preferred scores

wvas used. — -

» f {' . '-' ’.
Coding of atteﬁtion changes was done for'each type of program element

Ve 1

each time it occurred during the Flintstones Comedv Show. Activity Sheets ’

were blocked out into cartoons, individual Play Alongs, commercials, NBC
. -

*. drop~-ins such as Time Out and Ask NBC News, and other- PSAs ig the order in .

which they were broadcast. “The €oder then moved through the blocked out Activity
Sheet and coded each block for attention. If"the child did not watch any .
’ . / - )

of a block, that was indicated> If the child watched.all of it, that was

indicated. If the'child's.attention changed once or more, all attZntion

Files ’
- changes within the block were noted.

N given a final score of not having changedlattention\during the block. If

/
4

Where there was more than one attention change during a program element

block, a single score was arrived’ at by comparing the child's attention at the

-

beginning of the block with attention at the end. If it was the same, no

matter how many changes occurred in between during thg?'block the child was




,‘opinion,,ana problems and improvements. The data on appeal and impact were

. .

arttention was different at the beginhing dnd end of the block, it was scored
) « -~ . N -

e;%her as a loss or gain‘in attention.' This coding decision is discussed .

) ~ . .
» P

furtﬁer in the sectien on the appeal of the flay Alongs (pp. 86-89) and data

are presented there on the frequency of mu&tipie changes in attention during~ . ;
one program element block. ) S , :
. Py . . . L. [} . . b

For Riddles, where three were breadcast each'Saturday, foriﬂow To which

3

came in two parts, and for children who viewed two.Saturday mornings, children's

scores were combined to yield one scdte.per program block or type of Play .

N

1
Along. §Ehis score was )no change' if the separate elemants were all "no change"
- A . té
or were equal numbers of losing and gaining attention. The score was "attention '
.

loss" if one or more scores we\e loss amd the rest were no change if all were

loss, or if the numbers of losses were greater thaqstﬁe numbers of galns. The
N ‘ Ad
criteria for a score .of gaining attention wefe-similar to those for losing'

< L)

attention except, of course, that scores were in the opposite direction .of
{ s s PPO:

attention change. ' ‘ . .

o .

Coding of chaﬂglng the channel “was done analogously to that for changing
s V#‘
attention. However, there were very few instances of changing the channel, and

.

all but one of these were switching‘frod KNBC to another station. For this \
R . . . . ‘ ? . ’

reason none of the issues arose for obtaining a single score for multiple

| . . . -

changes of the channel, multiple inserts of one type of Play Along, and multiple

viewings. <
» S .

* Results ¥, % . Y

. The results of the evaluation\of the Play Alongs are reported in four

s

<
1 14

main sections: appeal, impact, effects of viewing frequency and pareﬁgsl
. . L

- .

- » .\ : ) ¢: \ * .

@ : . . ’
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L}
T ’ - \ ’ .
obtained both from‘observers' reports (Activity Sheet) and the Child Question-

naires.' The data on effects of viewing frequency and parental opinion wvere

»

obtatned from the Activity Sheet, Child Queétionnalre, and Observer Questionnaire.
[} 3 L 4 .

The*data on problems and improvements\were obtajned from the Child Questionnaiire /

and Observer Questionnaire.

\
,
AQEealE
,  Sd

.

As. the’ "avowed intent of the Play Alongs ‘was to involve- child vieyérs in
4 ®

activities which require more than mere *visudl and aural orientation tq,the

set, it was assumed that a necessary condition.fo$~childran to participate in

- .

some active way was that the Play Alongs be appealing to” them. Appeal was

¢

) !
measured in a number .of ways. First, measures of attention were calculated

~
~ ,

using the behavioral data from the Activity Sheets. These measures permitted

-~

‘ -
comparisons between types-of content (Play.Alongs, ads, cartoons, and other

-,

programming) for losing and gaining attention and switching channels and

. - e .
«“ .

comparisons between the individual Play Alongs for losing and attracting

a

- . M L

children's attention., Second, on the child questionnaire, stated appeal was

A
measured on a five point scale for each Play Along, for the Fllntstones Comedy

-

Show as a whole, and for the product commercials iY the program. Finally,

children were asked to indicate which of the three types of program elements

: * . * . \ .’

(Play Alongs, cartoons, and ads) they liked best' and which second best.
0 ? -

Loss of -attention. A concefn of NBC was that the Play Alongs might be’
. - - s -
insufficiently appealing to maintain attention to the Flintstones Comedy‘Show

a

‘as a whole, which might expladin the somgwhat lower ratings the series has

receiveé this year., The data do not readily indicate suth a trend. As 1s

LY
N

evident in Table III:3, 6% of the children ever stoppe& watching while a-
r

-

Play Along was being broadcast. This comogres,favorably to the findings of
£y ‘ . -
—

105
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Table III-3

¢ / NG

Losing Chfldien's\Attention by Type of
Program Content in the Flintstones

. ‘

A

Children Who Are . . Younger . Oldér v ’
Watching and Stop - ~ounger == . All

Watchlng During: : Girls Boys ° Girls Boys ° Children

- ., l- P ' 'v
Play Alongs ‘7 ) 6 Ty -
' (23) - (18) (21) (23)
: . "

‘17 16 - - 15
(24)  (18)

Cartoons .9 8

o @3 8)

*k ’ .
Other 4
~(23) -(16)

4

{

;o \e
Percentages for this’table were,calculated by first calculatjng
a percentage score of attention,loss for each child for each i
prygram content type. . Then for each type of proérqm congent,, :
the average percentage of attentien loss across all ¢hildren in
each sex-age group wag calcalated. -?hus N's ‘equal the total
number of children for each sex-ége groups who had one or more
opportunities to *provide a negative attention shift score for

that type of g;ognag\?ontent., &, 7 (

Other = Time Out, Ask NBC‘News, PSAs; and other drop-ins; if any k\

.:/ ” * B \:(’ ’
- . ., \
L -
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]

. 8% for cartoons and‘107 for other'non-commercial segments YT&me Out, Ask NBC
4

News, other PSA's) and is. considerably less than the finding that 167 of the
children stopped watching while ads were being broadcast. This finding is

based on treating the segments -- Play Alongs, cartoons, commercial bloécks,
i . - [ . - Pt .
.and other -- as units and on assigning a single score for attention shift each

time one is broadcast. That is, each time one of the four 'types of content

P

: 7 s . ‘ -
was broadcast,/?&sh\child was assigned one of four scores aggregating over’

e

all behavior changes during that time: did not watch entire time, no change

(either was or was not watching at beginning and end of time), watching at

' . ! .
beginning and not watching at end, and not watching at beginning and watching

at end. ) .

?

There are potential problems with these choices. First, the four types
of content differ in the tota1 amount of broadcast time they occupy. Cartoons

occupy about 56 minutes of the Flintstones Comedy Show, Play Alongs about

v

10 minutes, commercials about 13 minuteeq and other drop-ins and public service

2

announcements aboct 3 ninutes. There is, therefore, more cartoon time during
which children may stop watching cartoons than there is time during which‘:
child coold stop watching the Play Alongs, commercials, and other drop-ins
and PSAs. Siéilarly, there is more time for the child to.shift attention
more than once. Second, assiéniné one score per child §5r each segment of
content masks those times when a;chifh changes his or her attention mbre than
once‘while,it is being broadcast; That is, Child A who watched, did not watch,
watched é!éin, and then did not watch during Dino and Cavemouse received the '

|

same score for attention loss as Child B who, watched and tsen did not watch.

>

i

" Despite these potential probleme, the choice of a single score per segment
x?

was made for three reasons. Fird/, examination of the data indicated that

’

~

multiple changes in attention -~ the proportion of segments where children

,

/ ~1{):f R e o

1

-
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A ’ . . . A}
& ' .

behaved in ways 1ike Chlld A and not Child B <~ occurred for only a small

. -~

~propoxt}on.of the segments (see- Table III-4). The percentage seemed small

[}

. .

“enough that the potential loss o% information from a single summary score

did not outweigh the greater easefof presentation of data based on a single
score, Second there is no go?d estimate of the amount of time during which

a ch11d didqor ‘did not attend to any segment, Such §n estimate which we felt(,.
wa: too complex to ask of Tamily observers, is really necessary to makevSense4 '

« . v , a . , '

x‘of data on muftible changes in attention.,k Third, the crucial question seemed

to be whether the Play Alongs caused children to stop watching the Flintstones,

. .'This couid be‘answered wef¥'enough by the simpler'snmmary score. i

4 . As suggested byatzs data in‘Tables III-3, 4, and 6, loss of attenfion
measures prcbably reflect contributions from both the tyﬂe og content being

broadcast and .the amounthdf broadcast time pe; content type. The facts that

cartoons were most likely to have mnltiplq changes in attention (8% of segments,
~

as shown.in Table III%4) and children neshming viewing (see Table III-65 >

.
. . ~

suggest that any content which occurs more often and for longer periods of,
~

time may produce more attention shifts. However, attention shifts are also

£}

deternined by the type of content being broadcast. As indicated by the data,

o

p persentages of multiple attention shifts (see Table III-4), attentig; losses

- (see Table III-3), and a%tention gains (see Table III-6) differed between Play

DR VL L N
hd A

LN 2
Alongs and commercials which had similar amounts of broadcast time. AlSo Athe
o . . /

VRN

other drop-ins and PSAs, which took very little broadcast time, had higher

scores for attention change than did types of content which had more broadcast

N
-~

, time, Specifically, other drop-ins and PSAs lost more attention than cartoons

114

. N -
and Play A*ongs (see Table III-3), had more multiple attentién'shifts than

' Play Alongs (see Table 111-4), and gained more, attention than commercials (see *

- /
H Table III—6) . ' . . ®




Time Out, Ask NBC News, PSAs, and other drop-ins, if any

88
3
Table III-4 .,
.Attracting and Losing Children's, Attention More Than il
. Once During Program Segments by Type of Program Content
\ In the Flintstones . '
;,A.ofUSééments Watched and/or s , Younger - Older . Al
Not Watched Moxe Than Opce Girls . Boys Girls Boys Children
During: . 2
Play Alongs , 00 00 oL o1 01 ,,
n* (264) (198) (231) “(253) [(946)
’ . - . - A »
. ¢ Ads 03 06 - 02 05 ’ 04 *
)] (264) (198) , (231) -(253) (946)
il °
~ - !
Cartoons . ’ ‘08 08 07 08 * 08
N (216) - (162) (189) (207) (774)
*k . ’ )
Other . 03 03 03 00 02
) (144) (108) (126) (138) (516)
‘ . [}
v /
. .
N = number, of segments, not number of children ° ‘
ek ’ - .
Other =
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.
A

Y It appears then that the Piay'Alongs lose the attention of viewers more fre-

Ne

quently than the cartoons, based on the amount of time available for viewing each

-

type of content. Children overall stop watching commercials with the greatest

-~ .
frequency and cartoons with the least, with Play Alongs somewhere in b‘fween. The

Play Alongs are brobably closer to carﬁoons in the rate of attention loss, and the

other programming is closer to the commercials. Older children and younger boys

all were most likely to stop viiwihg while ébmﬁercials were being broadcast. They
’ : 2
were about equally likely to stop viewing during cartoons as during Play Alongs and

as during other drop-ins and PSAs, although some adjustment of these figures needs

to be made because of the different amounts of time the threi types of content were

broadcast. Younger girls, however, tend to stop watching the '"other" category of,

programming somewhat mo® than cBmmeréials. ‘As this cafzéory included Fhe’Ti@e-Out

e ¢ . .
drop-ins, which do not seem to-be as appealing to §0uﬁger girls as they,gﬂz to

4

B i . . * ‘ -
other children, this latter finding is not surprising. .

s

Swftching the channel., A speciai'casé of loss of attention is changing the

~ N '.
channel. While loss of attention to the Flintstones Comedy Show due to hunger,
o 13
»

alternative available activities, need to use the bathr[ﬁg; and the like, is

}
important to know about, suchﬁS?fa are only indicative of the relative appeal of

qualitatively different activities., It is important to programmers also to know

o
/

about .appeal relative to other availablg\tblevision fare. e
Channel swifching gives this information. The instapces of channel changing,
as indicated by ébserver report, were so rare that they are reported as number

of instances, rather thﬁn percentages, in Tablé III-5. As is evident in the
. 4

.. . table, children switched a%ay from KNBC only nine times during the mdre than

. *®
> E . . ’ )
= three-thousand segments they viewed. This frequency is, of course, so low as .
.gr-—, - ' LI - e . - . . B -
) " to Pe inconsequential., Children did not differ by age or sex in their frequency

bf syitchihg, although older children are much more’ likely to switéﬁ%during_the

- commercials tHan-at other times. . . '
) . ) SN .
o PRERR oy s . l l Aot

b
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: . Table III-5 '
. s ‘

Childfen's'Switéhing of Channels by Type of Prbgram Content in the Flintgtones

¢

\}

4

‘sl .+ Number of Times Children

Y . older ~ ]
Switched Channels* ) ~ounmger e . All .
During: N Girls Bofs Girls _ Boys - Children
. : N } . *i \ v .
Play Alongs - - 1 0 0’ I 2
% ) - ) .
B . (264)  (198) o (231) - (253) L,(946)
Ads ‘ “ 0 2 2 3 7
’7 N . . . . “p
(N) (264) (198) (231) (253) (946)
Cartoons - ' 0 0 0 0 0
* M [ .
(N) . , (216) (162) (189) (207) (774)
f . t f
k% .
Other o1 0 ‘0 0 1
. ‘ N . ~ .
(N) ) (144) (108) 1126) (138) (516)

) - * ™Ihe numbers in the cells indicate the nugber of times
¢hildren switched chanpels away from KNBC, except for

. the "older boys/Play Alpng" cell which.indic%neﬁ one

. channel switch to KNBC from another station \

4
- -

N = number of possible segments in each Flintstones Comedy
Show of that content type X number of chil?ren in that
sex—-age group

» « >

a

Kkk . . /.
Other =Time Out, Ask NBC News, PSAs, and other drop-ins, if any

7 . ¢

-

-
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Although it is poégible that the impulge to change channels was suppreséed
$ . '
due to children's beliefs that they are not supposed to do so as a condition of !

the study, the. greater loss of attention by other means reported in Table III-3

L]

suggésts otherwise, " Children did feel free fo leave the }oom,~§ﬂay with toys,
. - . ¢ N ,

talk to brothers, sisters, and observers, and in general not pay attention to

.
Y

the“progréﬁ for periods of time, Since observers were told explicitly that
children should be allowed to change channels or otherwise stop viewing after

the first five minutes, to assume that the low in€idgnbe of switching channels

h ]

is(éEG;}bus seems unwarranted. -

, Attracting attention. The observational data also allowed examination of the

_frequency with which children who were not paying attention to a seément at
. 7, -

its beginning turned their attention to it sometime later. Before reporting .

-

these findings, it is important to note .that they must be treated with caution

¢

S

because of a.limitation in the observers' data, 'Program segments which were not

-
+

attended to were often missed becauge children were entirely out of the .

¢

viewing room. In these circumstances and because.we did not ask observers to

S

s

tell us whether children could still hear or see anything when they’%ére out
of the room, it is impossible to judge whether a resumption of attention to 'the

television was due to the attractiveness of the segmed&tbeing broadcast at the

~r

.

time ®r was simply. due, circumstantially, to the child's readiness to return%to
b !

» -

viewing. ) -

. I -

With :he above caution in mind, it ié evident from Table III-6 that chiidren
reéurned to Qiewing most often whe?\uartoons were being broa@cast.- ihe pergentage
of childfen who reéumed.viewing while cartoons were on (62%) 1is larger thah
that fqé children resuming while thexPlay Aloegs were on (47%). The percentage * ~ |

-~

of children resyming viewing while commercials or, other programming wefe being’

”~
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Table III-6

Attracting Children's Attention by Type of
Program Content in the Flintsgtones

% Children Who . B
Were Not Watching i Jounee ' olde ' :
and Start Watching Jounger === C All
During: ’ Girls ‘Bpys s Girls Boys’ Ghildren
- s / ) . ' . L] . '
Play Aldﬁgg/ ' 62 ' 24 65 34 : 47
* \ *
€] ’i ) (13) (10) v, (13) (16) (52)
. . B - i
5 . . "
Ads ‘ 20 22 25 723 22
¢ D) . , (18) (16) 17) (18) (69)
Cartoons s 57 70 © 49 62
™ . 200, (18) Y@ (18) (70)
" ' \ - * 1]
k% \. ' ., ¢
Other . .15 18 - . 38 24 24
L) ) (18)  (15). (1% @18 - (70)

*Percentages for "this table were calculated by first calculating

, a percentage score of attracting attention for ééch child for

i eachyprogram content typé. Then for each type of program conternt,
the average percentage of attracting attention across all children
in each sex-age group was calculated. ,Thus N's equal the total

- number of children for each age-'sex gro Sup whohad one or more
opportunitiesa;p provide a positive -attention shift score for that

< type of progr content.,, N, ‘

Fek i
Other = Time Out, Ask NBC News, PSAs, and other drap-ins, if any

)
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\

. ~ .

broadcast is even lower than that for Play Alongs (22% and 24% r%spectively)/ .

In considering this issue it is gﬁpropriate to -again look at the amount of time

.t

available for each type of segment.. Since it is far more likely that cartoons

are being broadeast than any other type of content, it should not be surprising

‘

that children most often returned their attention to the Flintstones Comedy Show

)

while cartoons were being broadcast. ~

.

If return of attention was due entirely to chance and overall differences
— " ”

between types of programming were due to the proportion of time each occupjed
‘ '
in an episode, one would be unlikely .to find any age or sex differences #n the _
3 ‘ -

. d
‘data. However, the data in Table III-6 show some age and sex differences. Older

\

)

children were more likely to resume viewing while the Play Alongs and other
3’: v

.

/ .7
drop-ins and RSAs were being broadcast. Younger children were more likely to

i
-

- N { . .
resume viewing while the cartoons were on. Girls were more likely to do so while

' .
the Play Alongs and cartoons were on, \These data suggest that resumption of viewirg

.

) +

~
is not tirely unrelated to the content being broadcast apd that<the Play

ongs function better than commercialsg_gther drop-ins, and PSAs to attract_ )

o ’

children‘ back <o viewing. i ' .

. : ' . - 3
Attention to each Play Aloﬁé, Although Play Alongs as a txgefﬁf progrsn

.

.- i r
element compare favorably to other types oE prograhming in their ability to

e

attract and maintain an aud&epce, it is possi¥le that individual Play Alongs
s 1 4 .

varied in how we{l they did this. To explore this possihility, the.same measures

of attention changes as repogﬁed in preceaing sections were usged:
'9'3 ~ !

Table II%p/ indicates thatano type of Plag'Along lost a very fiigh per-
centage/of children overall,;nhe highest loss being 15% for Riddles;j‘However;

»
-

there were}differences between Play Alongs, Faces, Word, ahd Dance.clearly ‘*:

<
.

lost the fewest thildren; ﬁraw and Symphony'lost_somewhat more{ and How To,

EKCf " ' - |

- ' . 1 “

S o 4




Table ITI-7 .

* Losing Children's Aftentiqn’By Type of Play,Along *

% Children Who
Were Watching and Stop
Watching During:

©

e -

-

t

Symphony
) - ’

’ ~ égl
Fitness

w - e

Riddles
OB

<~ Faces

N .

Words
(N)

« Dance

. (N)

Draw

. M

How To !

() :

.

L]
.

.

Younger Older
Girls  Boys Girls  Boys: .
09 - o7 ! 06 . 05
(22)  (14) (16)  (20)
, 22 07~  : .10 09
. . 0
(B)  (15) 19 (22)
13 12, 716 1
(23)  (16) (19)  (23)
L0 .0 w0 0
(19)  (16) (15) \ (15)
4
o- o0 - 06 lo6m®
(19) - (11) (18) ﬁ\ﬁia) 3
o 0 07 p o . 07
+ (20) - (14) ©o(18)  (5)
. ! ¥
el r ' .
0 . 0. _ . 06 14
(19)  (12) (18) _ (14)
08 o6 } " 26 05
(24) |~ (16) (19) (19

v

'

All

~

Children -

07
(72)

13
(79)

15.
(81)
(65)

03
(71)

03

(67)
08

(63)

12
(78)




Fitneés, ang Riddles lost the most. There were minimal or no differences

- . "
A} £ » -

in loss_ among the d1fferen£ age and sex groups for Faces Words, Symphony,
4

and Riddles, indicating‘that some Play Alongs (Faces .and Words) held most

@

children's attention and some bhon and Riddles) lost a consistent per-
“ y .

centage of youngef ahd ‘older girle* and boys. - ////{/\
Al w - ° A
. , ..

There are some comparatively larger differences in attention loss among
the age and eex groups {on the rest oé the Play'Alongs. Most of gitnesé' 1:ss
of attention was due to lpsing yodnger gﬁrls ( i), a finding whic% correqunds
to their prevdously ;eportedidistaste %br Time Out. Draw lest a moderate
number of all chlldqgnrexcept younger boys, who neyer stopped watdhlng when it
wes on,’ HOW’TO had an almost dp;051te effect: It 1ost a modere;e number

* v -

(6-8%) of younger ch11dren and older boys (SA) and a relatively 1arger number
-

L]

(26%) of older girls.” Dance lost somé boys (74) but no girls.
: e ) ) -
Table III-8 indicates that the Play Alongs varied considerably in .the

-

\ ..
extent to which children nesumﬁﬁ?v{ewing while they were on.” These data must
N - ) - ladd R -
be viewed cautiously not only becadse we cannot be certain the children knew

{ . a ”

B - -~
what ¥as on the screen when they' resumed vieving but also because in some cases

the ndmber of children,'especiailxiby age.and sex, who could possibly resume
N ’ >
. . & .4 S A
viewing was®small. With such a small denominator, the percetage estimate of -
Y - v -
attracting viewers is quite unstable. Nonetheless, the data’ give some indications
» - ’ ) .
of which Play Alongs were better ablé to aftract children's attention back to
‘ " ¢ ’ °“' . Y
the screen.
. 4
FaEes, Words, Riddles,; and’How To all were relatively 'successful in attracting
[ k4

~ - he

. children's attention., Dance, Symphony, Draw, and Fitness were relativefy un-

successful, Although the daéa in 2?ble III-8 include figures for the extent to
which the difgerent.Piay Alongs_succeeggd in attracting the attention of children

divided by age and sex, they will not‘Qe commen®ed on here. In almost all cases

*
’ |

5 118

~




. Table III-8

Attrgéting
. ¥
® -
- . ‘ '
%>Children | : ) .
. Who Were Not Watching Y; neer e
and Start Watching Zounger
During: - g Girls Boys
v .. e U . .
Symphony " 50 0
+(N) . -~ (2) . 4)
) ¥ o
j ’. ¥ \ '-\
Fitngss . . 0 0
N (1) - (3)
) .
Riddles 100 50
™ (1) (2)
Faces . 60’ 50
(N) ‘ (@
Words - 7 100 57 -~
(N o sy (D
Danc . 75 0
ance —
o~ (N) e (4) (4)
. Draw 60 . 33
() ! (5) (6)
: ¢
How To 0 50 .
(N (0) (2)
Y
11y

Childfen's Attention By Type of Play Along

I3
‘
4

L}

Olﬁer ‘

Cirls _ Boys -

< 40 . 67

ONENCR
150, 100
L2 W
100 -- 0

@ " (o

83 75

(6) (8)

67 0

(3) 0

67 25
RO

67 11

(3) (9
100 75

(2) (4)

- &

96

All
Children

N>

36

(14)’
29
(7)
80
(5)
?l

(1)
73

s

37
(19)

35

(23)

75
(8)

)

/
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the numher of children‘QN which the'percentage is calculated is too small to -

provide a stable'estimate. The only clear age or sex difference in the data_is

. - one alreadyiremarkedioﬁ, that girls were more likely to resume viewing while
. . - { 8
L . . F3
the Play Alongs were on than were boys, except for Fitness.

&

These data in conJunctlon with those on los1ng chlldren s attention,
X; suggest that some types of Play Alongs are better than others at retaining
and re-estab11sh1ng an audience. “In partlcular, Faces_and Words had very

low rates of losing children's attentjon and very high rates of regaining it
. . . - - o s

.when it had been lost by other types of program content (not the Play Alongs). a

'
ey
.

; Physdical Fitness had a‘h{gh rate of attention loss and a low rate of regaining

4; an~a533%@%e. The ather five types of ‘Play Alongs were more mixed in their
N Py ;' * ~ e

'performance. , . '_ ) . ‘?3*
L3

Liking types of programming. An entirely different approach to assessihg
the.appeal of the Play Alongs was to ask children-to rate their appeal and to .-
~ ’ . - ,,a:{;? ’

:kf compare these rating to the appeal of ‘the FlintStones cartoong afd the -

° .
commercials broadcaﬁﬂ(&uring the episode.. A second, similar approach was to . .
. ) . ] ¢
ask chilnren to rank these three types of programming in terms.of liking.

. -

Both indicate that chiddren like the Flintstones cartoons best, thesPlay Alongs

-

second best, and:the comne;c1a1s least. As shown in Table I11~ 9, the average
rating of all Flaf‘Alongs combined indicated that children liked them a little

aand liked the cartoons'right'i; the middle of a little and a Iet. Children
liked commeteials right in the middle of not sure and a little. These patterns

were generally maintained for each of the four age Ry sex groups, with'younger
. - . W ‘
boys showing the gredtest spread in their opinions of the three types of

-

content and older boys the least spread. Older boys alsp were unique in the

LI - -

equal rating given for the appeal of the:Play Akgﬁgs and the Flintstones cartoons.

’ .

Q | . '. . ‘ .- ‘ )

‘ ‘ L S | 120 Co \
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Tdble III-9- .
. Children's Reported Liking of, Play Alongs, Elintstones
o fomedy Shéw (FSC), and:Ads ' .
) . T . 'I\l - ’ . ‘( .
2 N o ‘ . . , . \ . \
. Average Reported . .. > Younger .o -Older ALl
Liking of': - © Girls Boys. . Gifls Boys' - - Children
All Play Alongs combined 4,17 4,0 T Vb2 4.0 4.1
FSC - - 4,5 7 &6 _ L 48 450 , b
t % M ™
’ Ads ‘ 3.6 3.0 HEME T AN
) : S (28) (18) (21) (23) (86)
< g M
\ N ~
/ R R »
‘ - ' Rafing Stale :
. 1 = Not Like,.A Lot =
\ . ‘ 2 = Not Like, A Little
/ ,3 = Not Sure . Vs
¥ : ‘ .
’ "4 = Like, A Little
: b S = Like, A Lot =  °
. . > LA
/\_\/ * -
\ .
° i ’ ~.,
s A ~_
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Children's rankings of these three types of programmdng conflrmed the
- ’ — ' ~ * * e

appeal ratings (see Table I1I-10). Slxcy—seven percent of the children chdse

the cartoons as the best'iiked Program eIement and 287 chose the Play Alongs,
, .
These flgur“s were vlrtually reversed for children's choices of second most
. . v * N
liked program elements. Commercials were chosen as most liked ‘by on1y~54 of the

, . ~ »

children and as second mosC’Iiked by only 3%.° There were no very consfigtent ° .
., N 7 .

o
-

age or sex differences in children's ranked I}king of prograﬁ'elementsa although
'younger girls and older boye Were the most favorable'toward the_Play'Alongs.
. . .
Liking of each Play

Along. The rated appeal which has just been discussed

- e 13
was calculated as an average of the rated appeal of each separ%e type of Play

L

. Along., Here we examine the appeal of each type individually (see Table III-11).

1

- The abpeal ratings of thebindiﬁidpal types of Play Alongs, averaged over all

children, range from a hfgh of 4,5, as high as the average -appeal for the

Flintstones cartoons, tc a low of 3.8, still slightly above the average appeal
- " ’.[ .

Jfor commercials appearing in.the Flintstones Comedy Show, Those Play élongs

—

with high rated appeal were Faces, How To, and Draw. Those falling in the: ’

middle range of rated appea1.;ere'Riddles, Symphony, and Words. Those'bbéa;ning'

the lowest appeal ratings were Fitness and Dance._\v . ,
B N . " .
As in previous data, girls ‘imgeneral rated theé .Play Alongs more favorably. o
. .theu did the boys. The only Play AIongs'for.whieh the appeal ratings are . {

N D

rebersed for the sexes are Riddles,

rd

. 2
How To show opposite sex differenc

the Play Alongs were better liked

into this category are Symphony an

The ot

)

liked by older dhildren.

differences in rated appeal.

&
¢ .

"while the ratfﬁés for .Faces, Draw, and . -

.

es‘for-elder and younger children. Some of ~
‘by younger than older children. Falling ’
d RiaeléSa Fitness and WOrds &re better <:::;j:
r Play Alongs produced minimal age and sex )
: . ) ~
- L
o , - /




‘Table III-10

3

Children's Ranked Liking of Flintétones Program Elements

Older v
Girls Boys

‘Younger
"Girls  Boys

W

58%. 69 84 64

All

7% Children Liking: :. Children

Best
\ 0

E3
°

Cartoons

Ads 9 6 0 5

Play Alongs . 36 25 ' 16 32

;'_<§)

2.

(22) (16) - a9 (22)

hid .
¢

-
H

»

. 7. 2nd Best

E
> Cartoons~
Ads

!
Play Alongs

11

0

- 89

32
14

55

(1 (23) (14) (18) (22)

’
«
g
&

- - - [ B

Children werée asked what they liked best about the wbole Flintstones éﬁow:_

the cartoons, the commercials or the Play Alongs. They were thén asked which

. X
of these program elements they liked second best. ,
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Table ITI-11
Children's Reported Liking ‘of Play Alongs ) -
LN ¢ N
~ ‘ Younger ‘ Older All -
Average Reported Liking of: Girls Boys \__; Girls__ Boys Children
Symphony , 4.4 4.0 4.4 3.6 b
(N) ‘ (21). (16) £20) (21) (78)
Fitness. 4.0 3.5 61 3.5 . 3.8
(N) - (22)  (13) 18) an (70)
. (™) (18) . (11) (16) (17) (62)
Faces | b1 4B b6 4.5 6.5
(M) . (22) (17) (19) (21) T (79
Wwords b0 3.5 6,0 b1 o
(N) P (21), (15) (19) (22) an .
N Dance ; 4.2 3.2‘ g 3.8 3.7 . 3.8
(™) : (19) (14) -9 . a6 (68)
h— . ’ s ' . % .
Draw L ~ w41 b bo6 4.2 4.3
(N) . (20) - (14) - (18) (18). . (70)
. How_To . 4.3 4 T BN 4.t
’ (N) (22) (17) a7 - (22) (78)+
& ' - Rating Scake
1 = Not Like, A Lot
. . . . 2 = Not Like, A Little,
3 = Not Sure }
a ‘ ' 4 = Like, A Little
Ly ' W Like, A Lot ,
*
—
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Responses while viewing. There were several$iﬁstance§ in the observational

records of children expressing, either verBally‘dgi£§hagiorally, evaluative
& - 3 o Ny N
responses to the Play Alongs. These in